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Preface 


Although the importance of Voetius in early modern theology is widely 
acknowledged, the present study is the first monograph in English that 
is entirely devoted to his theology. It is a thoroughly revised and translated 
version of Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676): Sein Theologieverständnis und seine 
Gotteslehre, Forschungen zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte 92 (Góttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2007), which in turn represents the published ver- 
sion of my PhD dissertation as defended at Utrecht University. 

Besides corrections of some errors, most updates are incorporated to reflect 
the current scholarship on early modern theology and philosophy, which has 
been booming in the last decade. Thus, I included more than 250 additional 
primary and — mostly — secondary sources in the footnotes and brief discus- 
sions of the most relevant of these sources. Occasionally, I resorted to earlier 
editions of primary sources when they were presumably available to Voetius 
himself. This was facilitated by the enormously increased digitalization of 
primary sources during the last decade and their vastly improved accessibil- 
ity through the excellent database of the Post-Reformation Digital Library 
(www.prdl.org). I also made some revisions to the main text based on ongoing 
research and new insights. 

The resulting book aims to make a threefold contribution to scholarship. 
First, it introduces the reader to Voetius's life and works, including his con- 
cept of theology, in their immediate and broader historical contexts. Second, 
it focuses on Voetius's views on God, freedom, and contingency in the context 
of a transconfessional early modern debate. Thus, it contributes to our under- 
standing of debates on the relationship between divine will and human free- 
dom in early modern theology and philosophy and to the growing interest in 
these debates in recent scholarship. Finally, this study advances our knowledge 
of scholarly practices in theological education at early modern Reformed uni- 
versities in the Low Countries. Special attention is given to transconfessional 
relations and relevant backgrounds in patristic theology, medieval scholasti- 
cism, and the European Reformations for each of the above areas. 

I am indebted to many people and institutions for their support without 
which the completion of this book would not have been possible. After my 
graduation in Basel, Willem van 't Spijker in Apeldoorn introduced me to the 
fascinating field of early modern studies. I am profoundly grateful to him as 
wellas to the late Cornelis Graafland, who shortly before his retirement helped 
me initiate the research on Voetius and was also of assistance to me in getting 
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it funded by the Dutch Research Council (nwo). This funding is gratefully 
acknowledged. During and after my doctoral research at Utrecht University, I 
greatly benefitted from the support and friendship of my supervisors Arie de 
Reuver, the late Willem van Asselt, and Antonie Vos, for which I am immensely 
grateful. In 2008, the latter two joined me as colleagues at Evangelische 
Theologische Faculteit (ETF), Leuven, until the premature death of Willem 
van Asselt in 2014 and the retirement of Antonie Vos in 2019. I owe them a lot. 

Iam particularly indebted to Richard Muller for his long-standing friendship 
and his invitation to an unforgettable research stay at the *H. Henry Meeter 
Center" in Grand Rapids, MI, which granted me a generous scholarship. In 
addition, several research groups provided a stimulating learning environ- 
ment during the years, for which I am deeply grateful: the John Duns Scotus 
Research Group (until 2016 led by Antonie Vos and the late Henry Veldhuis; at 
that time including Martijn Bac, Nico den Bok, Eef Dekker, and Dolf te Velde), 
the Classic Reformed Theology Research Group (OGTh; initiated by Antonie 
Vos and led by Willem van Asselt until I became chair in 2014; currently includ- 
ing Arie Baars, Henk van den Belt, William den Boer, Philip Fisk, Harm Goris, 
Aza Goudriaan, Aad van Kranenburg, Jeanette Kreijkes, Kees Jan van Linden, 
Matthias Mangold, Kees de Niet, Pieter Rouwendal, Dolf te Velde, and Ria de 
Wit-van Westerhuis), and the Thomas Institute of Utrecht (until 2009 chaired 
by Herwi Rikhof). 

After my appointment at ETF Leuven, I had the opportunity to initiate the 
Institute of Post-Reformation Studies (1PRs), together with Willem van Asselt 
and Antonie Vos. I am very grateful for the fruitful cooperation with them 
(until 2014 resp. 2019) and with my colleagues Philip Fisk, Aza Goudriaan, 
Hoffie Hofmeyr, Song Kim, Matthias Mangold, Robert Sturdy, Steven Tipton, 
Rostislav Tkachenko, and Dolf te Velde, among others, at IPRs. I also wish to 
thank my colleagues at the dean's office, the executive administration, and the 
administrative committee of ETF Leuven for their support and friendship. As 
representatives of many other (former) colleagues, I gratefully mention Koert 
van Bekkum, Pim Boven, Jelle Creemers, Julie Gelling, Johan Jacobse, Jos de 
Kock, Jeroen Le Jeune, Geert Lorein, Jermo van Nes, Patrick Nullens, Gerson 
Veldhuizen, Maria Verhoeff, Martin Webber, and Elsie Wilms. Furthermore, 
I wish to thank my former and current PhD students, from whom I learned so 
much. Colleagues not mentioned so far from other universities who have con- 
tributed in various ways to what follows in this book include Pieta van Beek, 
Gert van den Brink, Gijsbert van den Brink, Simon Burton, Riemer Faber, Wim 
Frangois, Günter Frank, Sven Grosse, Paul Helm, Eleonora Hof, Jan Jongeneel, 
Hans-Martin Kirn, Eginhard Meijering, Jan Muis, Adriaan Neele, Hans van 
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Oort, Willemien Otten, the late Mary-Anne Plaatjies van Huffel, Frank van der 
Pol, Andrea Robiglio, Marcel Sarot, Herman Selderhuis, Ulrike Treusch, Wim 
van Vlastuin, Maarten Wisse, and Ueli Zahnd. 

My special thanks go to Albert Gootjes for his excellent translation of the 
main text of the German book. With extraordinary patience and competence, 
he responded to my countless questions and remarks during the process of 
revision. I also thank my assistant Matthias Mangold for accurately translating 
the footnotes and preparing the indices and my colleague H. H. Drake William 
III for checking the English of my updates to the footnotes. Furthermore, I 
would like to acknowledge the foundation Pro Religione et Libertate, the 
Stichting Zonnneweelde, and the Arbeitskreis für evangelikale Theologie 
(AfeT) for their financial support towards this project. 

Iam very grateful to Wim Janse and Fred van Lieburg for accepting this book 
into their prestigious series and their patience during the last few years. I wish 
to extend my gratitude to Brill's editorial team, especially Ingrid Heijckers-Velt, 
Theo Joppe, Ivo Romein, and Arjan van Dijk for their support and excellent 
cooperation. 

I also wish to acknowledge the support of my late mother, my father and 
Lilian, and my friends Michael Künnemann, Gijsbert Otter, Matthias Roller, 
and Sabine de Vries. Much more than I can express in words I owe my gratitude 
to my wife Anneke and our daughters Hildegard and Tabitha. 


Andreas J. Beck 
ETF Leuven, December 2020 
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Introduction 


1 Objective 


The primary objective of this work is to provide an analytical exposition of the 
doctrine of God as formulated by the Dutch orthodox-Reformed theologian 
Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676), primarius theologiae professor to the University 
of Utrecht in the first decades of its existence. The emphasis in this will be on 
the question how consistent Voetius was, with the doctrine of God as the point 
of departure, in his view on the relationship between God's necessary being 
and the contingent nature of created reality. This is not a question imposed on 
the material from the outside, for it runs like a red thread throughout Voetius's 
mostimportant and comprehensive works that address especially the commu- 
nicable or operative attributes of the divine essence, will, right, and ability. The 
background to these questions is formed by the debates with Remonstrants, 
Socinians, theologians of the Catholic Reformation, and even some Cartesian 
thinkers, all of whom charged against orthodox-Reformed theologians like 
Voetius that their doctrine of God and the divine decrees left no room for the 
contingency and freedom of the human will and act. 

Since Voetius, in spite of his great significance, has not received much 
attention in scholarship and is hardly known except by name, the first part 
of this study will trace out Voetius's life and work in the context of his time! 
However, part one also serves the purposes of a historical contextualization of 
his theology and doctrine of God. This will help create a general overview of 


1 Schweizer, Die protestantischen Centraldogmen, 11, 815, explicitly and exclusively mentions 
Voetius when he reports on the golden age of scholastic orthodoxy in the Netherlands. 
Dorner, Geschichte der protestantischen Theologie, 430, ranks Voetius (along with Johannes 
Maccovius, Samuel Maresius, Johannes Hoornbeeck, and Johannes à Mark) among the 
“most significant Reformed scholastics" Gass, Geschichte der protestantischen Dogmatik, 
I, 454, regards Voetius's theology as the unparalleled climax of Reformed scholasticism in 
the Netherlands. Bizer, “Historische Einleitung, LXI-LXIII, praises Voetius as “the most 
renowned representative" of Dutch orthodoxy (Lx1) and “the most learned theologian of his 
time" (LXII): “Voet ist zweifellos der Höhepunkt der reformierten aristotelischen Scholastiker, 
vergleichbar nur mit áhnlichen Gestalten des spáten Mittelalters, mit denen er die Methode 
wie die praktischen Interessen teilte” (Lx111). C£, however, ibid., Lx11: “In barbarischem 
Latein trifft er endlose Definitionen und Distinktionen und packt einen unendlichen Stoff 
und eine ebenso unendliche Polemik in seine Ausführungen hinein." Weber, Grundlagen 
der Dogmatik, 1, 141 (Foundations of Dogmatics, 1, 124) characterizes Voetius as the “most 
significant personality" among the orthodox Reformed dogmaticians, *comparable both in 
character and in greatness with Johann Gerhard.” On Gerhard's significance, cf. Steiger, “Der 
Kirchenvater der lutherischen Orthodoxie.” 
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his theology, which will be further developed in the second part of this study 
with a special focus on his view on theology as such. Part two thus exam- 
ines Voetius's view on theology and serves as an introduction to his doctrine 
of God as it will be unfolded in part three. Overall, the study will focus on 
Voetius's Reformed views on God, freedom, and contingency in the context of 
a transconfessional early modern debate. For that reason, the title of this study 
is Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676) on God, Freedom, and Contingency: An Early 
Modern Reformed Voice.” 

Despite its length, this study does not aim to give an exhaustive analysis 
of Voetius's view on theology and the doctrine of God. Accordingly, Voetius's 
view on the relationship between theology and philosophy, or his doctrine of 
the Trinity, could only be touched upon in short order? In view of the goal 
of this study, a comprehensive analysis of Voetius's concept of theology and 
his doctrine of God is not possible due to both the wealth and genre of the 
source material. All the same, all relevant sources that have been identified 
were considered and evaluated. Besides, in general the emphasis placed in this 
study on particular elements corresponds to their treatment in the sources. 
For that reason, the most important points of Voetius's doctrine of God, and to 
a lesser degree also his concept of theology, could still be discussed in detail. 
The foundational aspects of the doctrine of God and theology in Voetius's 
thought thus receive thorough treatment in the course of the three parts 
of the present study. 

A further limitation on this study is evident in that Voetius's constant refer- 
ences to authors from the entire history of theology and philosophy could only 
be treated in part.* In what follows, the emphasis is on Voetius's relationship 
to authors from medieval scholasticism on the one hand, and those of early 
modern or Baroque scholasticism on the other. This choice is also reflected in 
the final chapter, which attempts to determine Voetius's place in the tradition. 
The decision for this method likewise appeared useful given the way Voetius 


2 Note that this study is an updated and revised edition in English of the German study by 
Beck, Gisbertus Voetius (1589—1676). 

3 For a more elaborate treatment of these topics, see Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and 
Philosophy, 29—54, 234—43, 270—75, and Goudriaan, "Die Bedeutung der Trinitátslehre nach 
Gisbert Voetius.” 

4 Icreated a database comprehending all authors Voetius mentions in the sources analysed 
for the present book. For the disputations on the doctrine of God alone, it lists more than 
800 different names. Cf. below, ch. 4.2.2. Fortunately, the two-part Auction Catalogue (see list 
of abbreviations), which includes a considerable part of Voetius's comprehensive scholarly 
library, is still extant; cf. Breymayer, “Auktionskataloge deutscher Pietistenbibliotheken," 150- 
54. In addition, see the Catalogus variorum librorum instructissimae bibliothecae, [London, 
1678]. 
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was deeply embedded in scholastic discourse, and in fact corresponds to the 
nature of the references found in his works. All the same, a more detailed 
examination of his use of the Church Fathers, as Eginhard Meijering has done 
in the case of Francis Turretin (1623-1687), would still be fruitful.5 

In that this monograph treats Voetius's view of theology and his doctrine 
of God, it furthermore seeks to make a contribution to the study of Reformed 
scholasticism in the context of early modern thought. After all, Voetius is 
undoubtedly one of the most important representatives of Reformed scholas- 
ticism, where the doctrine of God forms a central locus.® Thus, this study con- 
tributes to our understanding of scholarly practices in theological education at 
early modern Reformed universities in the Low Countries. 


2 History of Scholarship 


In spite of an impressive growth over the last three decades in fine studies on 
Reformed orthodoxy, what Wilhelm Neuser observed in 1980 and 1998 about 
the state of scholarship continues to apply: it "still resembles a map with 
many blank spots; the whole is dominated by fields that still require inves- 
tigation.”” As Richard Muller remarked in the preface to the third volume of 
his Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics (2nd edition), there is a need espe- 
cially for monograph-length studies on individual theologians from Reformed 
orthodoxy.® The present study on Gisbertus Voetius, one of the most signifi- 
cant Reformed theologians of the seventeenth century whose name remains 


5 SeeMeijering, Reformierte Scholastik, and cf. the similar approach in Meijering, Melanchthon 
and Patristic Thought; Meijering, Von den Kirchenvátern zu Karl Barth; Han, Symphonia 
Catholica (on Polanus). Remarkably, Voetius was one of the first scholars who distinguished 
between the early church (the first six centuries), the "intermediate age" (from the seventh to 
the end of the tenth century), and the modern era (1100 to 1517, and then from 1517 to his own 
day); see Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1651), 639-57; SD 1, 105; cf. Goudriaan, Reformed 
Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 219-20; Markschies, "Alte Kirche." 

6 Cf. above, n. 1. Platt, Reformed Thought and Scholasticism, 240, rightly describes the De 
Deo locus as “the realm of traditional scholastic philosophical theology" Cf. Gründler, Die 
Gotteslehre Girolami Zanchis, 24: "Nach dem bisher Gesagten scheint es denn, daf$ der 
Schlüssel zum Verständnis der Theologie Zanchis in seiner Gotteslehre zu suchen ist.” 

7 Neuser “Dogma und Bekenntnis in der Reformation,” 307. Cf. the similar remark regarding 
scholarship on Christian ethics in early Calvinism in Strohm, Ethik im frühen Calvinismus, 2. 

8 Muller PRRD, 111, 15: "despite the length of the present study, I am more aware than ever of 
the need for the study of individual thinkers, of the varieties of doctrinal formulation among 
the Reformed orthodox, and of the issues debated between the Reformed orthodox and their 
various opponents." 
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widely known in the Netherlands today, thus seeks to address a small but not 
insignificant corner of this gap in scholarship. 

Voetius research is on the whole still in its early phases.? His life has, rela- 
tively speaking, been the object of a considerable number of studies. Besides 
Arnoldus Duker's three-volume biography, which in spite of scant attention to 
Voetius's theology remains the most significant biography to date,!° a number 
of other studies appeared especially after the 400-year anniversary of his birth 
whose most important results have been incorporated especially in part one 
of this work.!! Over the last few decades, Voetius's polemics with Cartesianism 
have likewise seen an increased interest from Descartes scholarship, which 
has sought to understand this philosopher more and more in the context of 
his time. Han van Ruler's The Crisis of Causality (1995) deserves special men- 
tion here. Although his work is specifically on the philosophical controversies 
which pitted Voetius over against the Cartesian Henricus Regius (1598-1679) 


9 The title of the conference volume published on the occasion of his 4ooth birthday is 
telling: Van Oort et al., De onbekende Voetius (= “The Unknown Voetius”). Cf. the bibliogra- 
phies in Nauta, “Voetius,” 448-49; Wenneker, “Voetius” (an updated version can be found 
online: www.bautz.de/bbkl). Moreover, see the literature review in De Groot, "Gisbertus 
Voetius,” and in Beck, “Basic Features,” 205-10. 

10 Duker, Voetius, 4 vols., and cf. on this De Groot, “Gisbertus Voetius”; De Groot, "Voetius' 
biografie.” 

11 Cramer De Theologische Faculteit te Utrecht; De Groot, “Gijsbert Voetius;" Nauta, “Voetius”; 
Van Oort et al., De onbekende Voetius; Van 't Spijker, “Gisbertus Voetius”; Beeke, “Gisbertus 
Voetius”; Van Asselt, “Gisbertus Voetius, gereformeerd scholasticus"; Goudriaan, Reformed 
Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 7-14; Van Asselt, “Gisbertus Voetius: professor en predikant”; 
De Niet, “Voetius, Gisbertus” Duker, Voetius, included only 74 letters in his Voetius biog- 
raphy, and later (1915) published an edition of four additional letters (Duker, “Gisbertus 
Voetius”). For a provisional inventory of Voetius's known corresponcence, see Bos and 
Broeyer, “Epistolarium voetianum I,” esp. 204-16; and the addition in Bos, “Epistolarium 
voetianum IL, 73. This list comprises 166 letters from and to Voetius. It does not include 
open letters to Voetius (e.g., by Descartes and Froidmont), the epistolae dedicatoriae of 
his own works, or the correspondence published in Cramer, De Theologische Faculteit 
te Utrecht. Moreover, Bos and Broeyer did not check their inventory against the letters 
mentioned in the six volumes of Kristeller, Iter italicum. Steenblok, Gisbertus Voetius, and 
Roodbeen, Gisbertus Voetius are popular, but oftentimes unreliable accounts. A good pop- 
ular introduction is provided by Van Asselt, Voetius. For additional literature, see below, 
ch. 1. 

12 Dibon, L’Enseignement Philosophique; Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands cartesianisme; 
McGahagan, "Cartesianism in the Netherlands"; Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht; Verbeek, 
Descartes and the Dutch; Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality; Goudriaan, Philosophische 
Gotteserkenntnis, 171-280; Douglas, Spinoza and Dutch Cartesianism, 9-35. For additional 
literature, see below, ch. 2. 
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and Descartes himself, Van Ruler also contributed new insights for Voetius's 
doctrine of providence. 

Scholarship on Voetius’s theology remains rather fragmentary, however. 
What is more, the focus has consistently been on aspects which Voetius him- 
self would have comprehended in the theologia practica in a narrow sense!^ — 
that is, questions pertaining to church polity (which for him also included 
the theology of missions),!6 Sabbath observance,!” and Voetius's relationship 
to the Nadere Reformatie (The Dutch Second Reformation) and to Pietism.!? 
The year 1995 also saw the publication of a critical edition, accompanied by 
an annotated Dutch translation, of Voetius’s TA AXKHTIKA sive Exercitatia 
pietatis (1664), one of the most important works of early modern Reformed 
spirituality.!9 

Until recently, specific theological themes from Voetius’s thought were given 
attention primarily in articles or essays in collected volumes.?° Only with De 


13 Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality; cf. Van Ruler, “New Philosophy to Old Standards.” See 
below, ch. 2.3 and 2.6. 

14 On the theologia practica in Voetius, see below, ch. 5.4. 

15 Bouwman, Voetius over het gezag der synoden; Conring, Kirche und Staat; Nobbs, Theocracy 
and Toleration. Cf. below, ch. 4.2.4. 

16 X Van Andel, “De zendingsleer”; Jongeneel, “The Missiology of Gisbertus Voetius.” Cf. below, 
ch. 1.3.2. 

17 Visser De Geschiedenis van den Sabbatsstrijd; Steenblok, Voetius en de Sabbat. C£. below, 
ch. 1.3.3. 

18 Cf the literature review in ch. 4.4.1 and 4.4.2. 

19 Voetius, TA AY KHTIKA, with De Niet, “Inleiding,” and De Niet, "De kerkvaders in Voetius’ 
TA AXKHTIKA” On Voetius's pastoral theology as a whole, see also Van Pelt, Pastoraat 
in trinitarisch perspectief, 160-84; Van Pelt, Hoeden tot het heil. This list is in no way com- 
plete. For additional titles, see Part 1 below. 

20 An important exception is Barth, Atheismus und Orthodoxie, where Voetius's disputations 
De atheismo are discussed extensively. Notable essays include Graafland, De zekerheid 
van het geloof, 153-56 (Soteriology); Graafland, “Nadere Reformatie,” 224-56 (Eucharist); 
Graafland, Van Calvijn tot Barth, 223-31 (doctrine of election); Graafland, “Schriftleer en 
Schriftverstaan,” 35-40, Verbeek, “Probleme der Bibelinterpretation,’ Goudriaan, “Biblical 
Criticism” (doctrine of Scripture); Van Asselt, “Voetius en Coccejus” (Soteriology); 
Loonstra, “De leer van God en Christus in de Nadere Reformatie,” 105-27 (doctrine of 
God and Christology; cf. the critical review in De Reuver, “Wat is het eigene van de Nadere 
Reformatie?”); Beck, “Basic Features" (doctrine of God); Goudriaan, “Die Bedeutung" 
(Trinity). Moreover, there are rudimental studies on Voetius's relationship to Cicero (Beck, 
"Zur Rezeption Ciceros"), to Augustine (Van Oort, “De jonge Voetius en Augustinus”; Van 
Oort, "Augustinus, Voetius und die Anfänge”; Van Oort, "Augustine's Influence"; Goudriaan, 
"De betekenis van de kerkvaders"; Van Asselt, "Voetius, Gisbertus"), to medieval scholas- 
tics (Beck, “Voetius on the Subject and Formal Act of Happiness”), to Luther and Calvin 
(Op 't Hof, "Voetius' evaluatie van de Reformatie"; Beck, "Expositio reverentialis"), to 
Melanchthon (Beck, “Rezeption Melanchthons”; Beck, “Melanchthonian Thought"), to 
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scholastieke Voetius (1995) did a complete volume dedicated to doctrinal issues 
in Voetius's theology appear, accompanied by a translation and analysis of 
selected disputations on the doctrine of God, Christology, and soteriology.?! A 
further milestone is represented by Aza Goudriaan's Reformed Orthodoxy and 
Philosophy (2006), a significant contribution on the relationship in Voetius's 
thought of theology and philosophy in relation to the doctrines of creation, 
providence, humanity, as well as divine and human right, which Goudriaan 
then compared with Voetius's successor Petrus van Mastricht (1630-1706) and 
the so-called “Cartesian theologian” Antonius Driessen (1648-1748).?? 

This overview of the history of Voetius scholarship reveals that there is a 
need for an English, monograph-length treatment of his doctrine of God 
against the background of his concept of theology.?? The same could, of course, 


the brothers Willem and Eeuwout Teellinck (Op ’t Hof, “Voetius en de gebroeders Willem 
en Eeuwout Teellinck"), to the Remonstrants, Socinians, and Anabaptists (De Groot, 
"Heterodoxie, Háresie und Toleranz"), to Jacob Bóhme (Van Oort, “Gisbertus Voetius"), 
and to the Rosicrucians as well as other heretics (Snoek, “De Rozenkruisers in Nederland,” 
esp. 112-17). In addition to that, there are contributions on Voetius's relationship with 
Judaism (Van Campen, “Voetius en Coccejus over de Joden”; Van Campen, Gans Israël) 
and Islam (Van Asselt, “De islam"; Van Amersfoort and Van Asselt, Liever Turks dan Paaps?; 
Steenbrink, Dutch colonialism, 49—54; Joosse, “De islamvisie”; Joosse, “Gisbertus Voetius”). 
There is still more monographic scholarship on Johannes Cocceius's theology than on 
that of Voetius. See, for instance, Schrenk, Gottesreich und Bund; Faulenbach, Weg und 
Ziel; Van Asselt, Amicitia Dei; Van Asselt, Johannes Coccejus; Van Asselt, Federal Theology 
of Cocceius; Lee, Johannes Cocceius; Carmichael, A Continental View. 

21 Van Asselt and Dekker, De scholastieke Voetius. The contributions by Beck and Dekker, 
"Gods kennis en wil,’ and Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,’ are of special significance for 
the present work. 

22 Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy. Cf. by the same author Goudriaan, “Die 
Rezeption des cartesianischen Gottesgedankens"; Goudriaan, Jacobus Revius; and above, 
n. 3. See now also Bac, Perfect Will Being, 176—210. 

23 Paul Helm, a philosopher or religion, responded with a word of caution (Helm, "Synchronic 
Contingency”) to the articles by Vos, "Scholasticism and Reformation," and Beck, “Basic 
Features." These articles defend an affinity between the doctrine of God in, respectively, 
Gomarus and Voetius, and specifically Scotistic concepts like synchronic contingency, 
the notion of structural "states" or “moments,” and the pivotal role of the divine will. For 
Helm, the issues at stake are not only historical, but also philosophical, like the ques- 
tion of the relationship between modal operators and determinism or indeterminism. 
As far as history is concerned, Helm poses the question whether there are relevant differ- 
ences between Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus in this regard. In the subsequent dis- 
cussion (Beck and Vos, "Conceptual Patterns Related to Reformed Scholasticism"; Helm, 
"Synchronic Contingency Again"; cf. also the contributions quoted below in "Synthesis 
and Relevance,’ section 7, n. 34) no consensus could be reached, although several mis- 
understandings seem to have been cleared up. The present work, an updated and revised 
version in English of Beck, Gisbertus Voetius (1589—1676), can be read as an elaboration on 
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be said of his doctrine of creation (including anthropology), Christology, and 
soteriology. Given the foundational importance of the doctrine of God for his 
entire theology, however, it seemed fitting to begin at this point.?* 

Any monograph on Voetius must reckon with the widely disseminated 
"Voetius image" which followed from his status as a theologian of renown. 
Beginning at least with Descartes's Epistola ad Dinetum, which was published 
in the second edition of his Meditationes de prima philosophia (Amsterdam, 
1642) and soon translated into the vernacular by the Remonstrant Jacobus 
Johannes Batelier (1593-1672), in which the philosopher thoroughly attacked 
Voetius's character, the Utrecht theologian has earned the widespread reputa- 
tion of a reactionary “Remonstrant eater.?5 Also well-known are the conflicts 
in which Voetius became embroiled throughout his life with various parties 
including the Remonstrants, Cartesians, Cocceians, and Roman Catholics, 
which today are seen as rather unnecessary. Voetius is thus depicted as a scho- 
lastic supralapsarian, a hyper-Calvinist even, for whom God's decrees are abso- 
lutely unchangeable and have fixed from eternity all that would happen in 
time. Through the doings of the Aristotelian scholastics, so it is said, Reformed 
theology was transformed into a closed thought system. Although there are 
elements of truth in these characterizations, all in all they represent nothing 
but a coarse caricature. For that reason, it is important in a study on Voetius's 
theology to highlight in particular those elements which undermine that car- 
icature. In fact, in its ecumenical perspective Voetius's theology shows itself 
to be — to adapt Arnold A. van Ruler’s well-known remark — a “moment in the 
tradition of the catholic church.” 


the — admittedly extrapolated — sketch of Voetius's doctrine of God in the above men- 
tioned article “Basic Features.” 

24 Cf. above, n. 6. For the same reason, Richard Muller began his exploration of Reformed 
orthodoxy as a whole in PRRD, I-Iv, with the prolegomena, namely, the doctrine of 
Scripture in view of the principium cognoscendi theologiae and the doctrine of God in 
view of the principium essendi theologiae. 

25 Cf. below, ch. 2.3, and on the perception of Voetius, Van Asselt, “Gisbertus Voetius, gere- 
formeerd scholasticus.” 

26 Van Ruler, Reformatorische opmerkingen in de ontmoeting met Rome, ch. 1 (11-40): “De 
reformatie als moment in de traditie van de catholica"; cf. Van Ruler, Theologisch werk, 11, 
78. Cf. also Miskotte, Geloof en kennis, 114: “Zo is het dan geen wonder, dat … al spoedig 
naast de neo-scholastieke theologie van de Vittorio, Melchior Canus, Suarez en Molina, 
geweldige systemen verschijnen, die van de nieuwe leer wetenschappelijke rekenschap 
geven.... De Reformatie onderscheidt zich ook daarin van een sectarische beweging, dat 
zij een innerlijk-volledige dogmatiek, noch in kwantiteit noch in kwaliteit de mindere van 
de middeleeuwse systemen, heeft voortgebracht.” For additional quotations, see Vos, “De 
kern van de klassieke gereformeerde theologie,” 106-1, 122-25. On the ecumenical dimen- 
sion of Reformed scholasticism, see Van Asselt and Dekker, “Introduction,” 34-38. 
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3 Methodological Considerations 


This is not the place to enter in on an extended discussion of historiographi- 
cal method.?" Suffice it to say that the following emphasizes an interpretation 
of the sources to be investigated in their wider historical context, where both 
their embedment in their time as well as the tradition-historical background 
will be taken into consideration. In partial dependence on the method of the 
"Cambridge school" of intellectual history, the respective linguistic context will 
function as a heuristic instrument for arriving at the authorial intent which is 
considered to be not a priori unattainable.?® 

For the present study this means in concrete terms, first, that the textual 
sources for Voetius's concept of theology and his doctrine of God will not be 
analysed without first considering his person and work in the context of his 
time (see part 1). In this, secondly, the linguistic vocabulary of these sources 
shows itself to be part of the entire academic European tradition, which in 
spite of its many differences still points to a unified method and form of speak- 
ing and thus forms a methodological continuum stretching from the thirteenth 
to the eighteenth century.?? 

Thirdly, this methodological continuum comes to us concretely in the form 
of scholastic method.?? The texts composed with this highly technical method 
(with its distinctions and propositional analyses) can be placed within the 
pedagogical-didactic context of the medieval and early modern university, and 
arise from the oral disputation practice. The particular characteristics of this 
textual genre must be taken into account.?! 

The centuries-long continuity of academic university education with its 
disputations and consistent application of scholastic method means, fourthly, 
that the texts which arose out of that context must be analysed on a concep- 
tual level. The terms and sentences which one author uses may in another 


27 On historiographical methodology, see Skinner, “Meaning and Understanding in the 
History of Ideas"; Mackay, Geschiedenis bij de bron; Bevir, The Logic of the History of Ideas; 
Bódeker Begriffsgeschichte, Diskursgeschichte, Metapherngeschichte; Clark, History, 
Theory, Text. 

28 Cf. Bevir, “The Role of Contexts in Understanding and Explanation,’ for a critical appraisal 
of the approach advocated by the Cambridge School (Quentin Skinner, John Pocock) with 
its exploration of the linguistic context as a heuristic device for the history of ideas. 

29 Cf. Schmitt, Studies in Renaissance Philosophy and Science; Schmitt, Skinner, and Kessler, 
The Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosophy; Vos, "Scholasticism and Reformation"; 
Vos, “Gereformeerde scholastiek in Middeleeuws perspectief”; Muller, “Directions in the 
Study,” 7-12. 

30 Cf. section 4. 

31 Cf. section 5. 
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author express quite different concepts and propositions. The individuality of 
such a text also means that for today's reader, deceptively similar sentences 
may seem in fact to express diametrically opposed positions. The underly- 
ing conceptual structures can differ, and must for that reason be taken into 
consideration.?? In this context, recent scholarship on scholastic texts has 
since Lambertus M. de Rijk, Jan Pinborg, and Norman Kretzmann benefited 
from the "linguistic turn" initiated by Ludwig Wittgenstein, Gilbert Ryle, and 
John L. Austin.?? This is not the “linguistic turn" in the sense in which it was 
discussed as a historiographical method by Elizabeth Ann Clark,3* but rather 
an analysis of semantic and syntactical text structures based on objective cri- 
teria in which the tools of modern standard- and modal-logic show themselves 
to be particularly helpful. 

Fifthly, for unlocking the content of scholastic texts, it is important to rec- 
ognize that references to "authorities" are not as revealing as the current usage 
of the term would seem to suggest. As Willemien Otten has correctly observed, 
in the medieval and early modern auctoritas-culture of scholasticism, the auc- 
toritates did not so much stand for the "living testimony of a noted Christian 
predecessor.”?° Rather, auctoritates are authoritative texts introduced into the 
author's own text and subsequently interpreted from within the perspective 
of that author's conceptual framework.?6 The eventual acceptance or denial 
of positions which are historically represented by the authors standing behind 
these authoritative texts occurs on another level. Thus, Duns Scotus distances 
himself emphatically from Arabic-Aristotelian cosmology, although this does 


32 An example for this is Voetius's appropriation of the distinction between a scientia simpli- 
cis intelligentiae and a scientia visionis within divine knowledge. As regards terminology, 
Voetius finds this distinction in Thomas Aquinas. However, he gives this Thomist termi- 
nology a Scotist content (even though the terminology itself cannot be found in Scotus). 
On this, see below, ch. 8.2. 

33 Cf. De Rijk, Logica Modernorum, 2 in 3 vols.; Pinborg, Medieval Semantics; Kretzmann, 
Kenny and Pinborg, The Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy. Cf. on this Vos, 
The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 7—9, 152—54. 

34 Clark, History, Theory, Text, esp. 156-85: “History, Theory, and Premodern Texts.” 

35 Otten, "Medieval Scholasticism,’ 288: “Prior to the scholastic age, when the notion of 
authority was invoked, it referred mostly to the living testimony of a noted Christian 
predecessor with whom the author saw himself linked in a continuous tradition. To my 
mind, it is debatable whether this kind of reference to authority was really lost in the 
scholastic age. Cf. also Otten and Salemink, "Authority and Identity in the Transition 
From Monastic to Scholastic Theology"; Otten, "Scholasticism." 

36  Onthe medieval notion of authority, see De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 87-96; Van 
der Lecq, “Autoriteiten en tradities”; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 4—6, 528-39; 


m 


Beck, “Expositio reverentialis. 
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not prevent him from consistently drawing on Aristotle as “the philosopher"?7 
Likewise, in spite of the frequent appeal on the part of Reformed-orthodox the- 
ologians to Aristotle, it is not all that helpful to consider them as “Aristotelians.” 
For, the entire university culture stretching from the thirteenth to the eight- 
eenth century could - in spite of the condemnation of broadly Aristotelian 
positions in the years 1270 and 1277 — be characterized as "Aristotelian" in the 
broad sense of the term.?® For Voetius as for the majority of his contemporar- 
ies, Aristotle's work was in Theo Verbeek's words “no more than the articula- 
tion of common sense."?? 

Sixthly, much more helpful than the identification of Reformed orthodoxy 
as “Aristotelian,” is the placement of the views of Reformed-orthodox theologi- 
ans in terms of the late medieval and early modern delta of the university con- 
text. Concretely this means the division of the landscape into the three main 
currents of Thomism, Scotism, and Nominalism.^? Only in the last few decades 
was this method, which had already been in use for some time in Reformation 
scholarship,* also applied to the study of Reformed orthodoxy.*? 


37 See Honnefelder, "Die Kritik des Johannes Duns Scotus"; Lewis, "Space and Time"; Ingham 
and Dreyer, The Philosophical Vision, 1-21, 124-27, 201-12; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns 
Scotus, 518-22; Vos, The Theology of John Duns Scotus, 1-47; Vos, John Duns Scotus, 80-87, 
181-87. 

38 On the condemnations, see Flasch, Aufklärung im Mittelalter?; Thijssen, Censure and 
Heresy, 1-56; Aertsen, Emery, and Speer, Nach der Verurteilung von 1277. On Aristotelianism, 
cf. Schmitt, Aristotle and the Renaissance. Cf. also below, n. 53. 

39 Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 7: “He [= Voetius] and most of his contemporaries 
interpreted it [- Aristotle's work] as no more than the articulation of common sense." 
Cf. Muller, “Reformation, Orthodoxy, ‘Christian Aristotelianism"; Beck, “Basic Features,’ 
207-9. 

40 Cf. Vos, “De kern van de klassieke gereformeerde theologie”; Vos, “Ab uno disce omnes”; 
Vos, “Scholasticism and Reformation” Muller, “Reformation, Orthodoxy, ‘Christian 
Aristotelianism,” 322—23: “identifcation of the modification and use of various Thomist, 
Scotist, and nominalist approaches on specific issues... and … the recognition of highly 
eclectic tendencies generated by the impact of the Renaissance on philosophy, logic, and 
method..., will be far more fruitful for the understanding of Protestant orthodox and its 
scholasticism than the easy attachments of labels like 'Aristotelianism' to the materials of 
the late sixteenth and seventeenth centuries." 

41 Cf. eg. Oberman, The Harvest of Medieval Theology; Oberman, Werden und Wertung 
der Reformation; Oberman, The Dawn of the Reformation; Steinmetz, Calvin in Context; 
Steinmetz, Luther in Context; Muller, The Unaccommodated Calvin; Bolliger, Infiniti 
contemplatio. 

42 Cf. eg, Muller, Christ and the Decree; Muller, After Calvin; Muller, PRRD, 4 vols; 
Trueman and Clark, Protestant Scholasticism; Van Asselt and Dekker, Reformation and 
Scholasticism; Van Asselt, Federal Theology of Cocceius, and the articles mentioned in n. 
40. On post-Reformation Lutheranism, cf. Kolb, Luther's Heirs; Kaufmann, Konfession und 
Kultur. 
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In the seventh place, it should be kept in mind that in the texts of medieval 
and early modern authors, in general no historical consciousness in the mod- 
ern sense can be detected.^? For an adequate historical interpretation of such 
authors, one must be careful not to succumb to the temptation to project one's 
own working method on them. 

The seven methodological considerations above partly fit into the frame- 
work of Quentin Skinner's approach to intellectual history, according to which 
speech as a historical act is interpreted not only in the broader panorama of 
the time period under investigation, but also against the background of the 
tradition, culture, and history out of which it arises.** The concrete application 
of these seven points to the study of Reformed orthodoxy can especially be 
seen in the work of scholars such as Richard Muller, Willem van Asselt, and 
Antonie Vos.*? The present study consciously follows in this tradition, yet with- 
out excluding the possibility of other fruitful approaches.*6 

In their introduction to the collected volume Reformation and Scholasticism 
(2001) Willem van Asselt and Eef Dekker summarize the methodological 


43 Cf. Mackay, Geschiedenis bij de bron, 31-138; On Turretin, see Meijering, Reformierte 
Scholastik, 15, 396—415, and cf. also Meijering, Die Geschichte der christlichen Theologie. 

44 Skinner, “Meaning and Understanding in the History of Ideas,” and for studies on 
Puritanism, cf. Trueman, “Puritan Theology as Historical Event.” Skinner served as the 
co-editor of the Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosophy and is regarded as an 
authority especially in the field of early modern studies. Note that I do not endorse all 
aspects of Skinner's approach, such as his rejection of perennial problems or ideas. 

45 For methodological explanations, see Van Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding”; Van Asselt, 
"Studie van de gereformeerde scholastiek"; Van Asselt, "Protestant Scholasticism"; Vos, 
“Klassiek hervormd”; Vos, “De kern van de klassieke gereformeerde theologie"; Vos, 
“Ab uno disce omnes”; Trueman and Clark, Protestant Scholasticism; Van Asselt and 
Dekker, Reformation and Scholasticism; Vos, "Scholasticism and Reformation"; Muller, 
PRRD, 1, 27-84; Muller, "The Problem of Protestant Scholasticism"; Muller, "Christian 
Aristotelianism”; Van Asselt, "Protestant Scholasticism"; Beck and Vos, “Conceptual 
Patterns Related to Reformed Scholasticism"; Muller, After Calvin; Van Asselt, 
“Scholasticism Protestant and Catholic"; Vos, “Gereformeerde scholastiek in Middeleeuws 
perspectief”; Van Asselt, "Scholasticism Revisited"; Van Asselt, Bac, and Te Velde, Reformed 
Thought on Freedom; Van Asselt et al., Introduction; Van Asselt, “Reformed Orthodoxy”; 
Vos, “Reformed Orthodoxy”; Te Velde, The Doctrine of God, 77-109. Cf. also the various 
contributions in Wisse, Sarot, and Otten, Scholasticism Reformed (Fs Willem J. van Asselt) 
and Ballor, Systema, and Zuidema, Church and School in Early Modern Protestantism (FS 
Richard A. Muller). 

46 As Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, shows using the example of Francis Turretin, the 
study of quotations from Church Fathers can contribute to a better understanding of 
Reformed orthodoxy. Yet this approach would also fit into the mentioned research tradi- 
tion. Similarly, the work by Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, does not fail 
to impress, even if it does not always consistently tie in with this research tradition. 


12 


INTRODUCTION 


presuppositions of the so-called “new” school on Reformed orthodoxy, in 


whose context the present study also arose, as follows: 


1. 


10. 


The term "scholasticism" refers to a scientific method of research and 
teaching which as such neither implies a certain doctrinal content, nor 
has reason as its foundation. 

In addition to important differences, there is also considerable continu- 
ity in content among the main theological currents in the Middle Ages, 
Reformation, and the post-Reformation period until the Enlightenment. 
The characterization of scholastic theology as “Aristotelian” is, as 
research increasingly demonstrates, problematic and is best avoided in 
this unspecified sense. 

The use of logical tools and methods such as syllogisms, whether explicit 
or implicit, is an indispensable element in the argumentative thought 
process. What is more, only when there are further demonstrable his- 
torical indications can they be taken as an indication of dependence 
in terms content on earlier thinkers. As such, they have little to do with 
“Aristotelianism.” 

The polemics of Martin Luther and John Calvin against scholasticism 
are not to be misunderstood as a general hermeneutical principle for the 
evaluation of scholastic texts. 

Rather, it is useful to consider the scholastics' own definition of the scho- 
lastic method they themselves applied. 

It is neither characteristic for Protestant scholastics to draw proofs 
abstractly from Scripture without consideration of their context, nor for 
medieval scholastics to neglect Scripture and biblical language. 
Christian theology, just like the Christian faith, has its own life view and 
its own intellectual framework so that, even when philosophical tools are 
applied, it is not to be identified with a particular philosophical system. 
Both historically and systematically, the concepts of will and contingency 
form a part of that Christian framework. 

The relative place of a locus within a system of doctrine does not as such 
have any further consequences for content.*” 


The decisive advantage of this approach consists in the attempt to do justice 


to the authors of Reformed orthodoxy in view of their self-understanding and 


47 


This is a slightly modified, loose adaption of the ten theses in Van Asselt and Dekker, 
“Introduction,” 39. Those, in turn, in essence follow Muller, “Calvin and the ‘Calvinists’ 
(1)” and Muller, "Calvin and the ‘Calvinists’ (2) See also the newer version in Muller, 
After Calvin, 63-102, and cf. Muller, PRRD, I, 27-84; IV, 382-420. Cf. also the discussion of 
the “Utrecht school" approach by Te Velde, The Doctrine of God, 481-545. On scholastic 
method, see the following section. 
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their historical context, without seeking to measure them by the authority of 
Calvin alone or of late theological movements such as Neo-orthodoxy. As at 
least the present study can in part demonstrate, the above ten principles also 
correspond to the self-evaluation of a theologian like Voetius. Thus, Voetius 
who is known for his use of Aristotle over against Descartes, does not slavishly 
follow him as an authority. Remarkably, slavish adherence to an authority is an 
accusation he himself directs against the Cartesians.*® 

Much of the older scholarship, in contrast, appears to be largely dominated 
by a “decline theory.” According to it, after the golden time of (the early years 
of) the Reformation, Lutheran and - if possible, even more so — Reformed 
orthodoxy fell back into the “spirit of medieval scholasticism" which had only 
recently been overcome, and thus passed over almost seamlessly into the 
rationalism of the Enlightenment.^? Natural theology gained an absolute posi- 
tion as an independent source of knowledge, a gateway for revealed theology.59 


48 Cf. Voetius, Thersites, 187—93, esp. 192: "ubi ego veram ac sanam philosophiam imprimis in 
Theologico-Philosophicis ex philosophorum Gentilium aut Mahumeticorum Aristotelis 
scil. et Averrois sensu ac consensu metior? In Naturalibus aquilae illi fuerunt in Theologicis 
noctuae. Itaque hic a plerisque hodiernis sectatoribus suis, facile deseruntur ... ut patet in 
quaestionibus, An mundus sit aeternus, an Deus cognoscat singularia, an agat ex necessi- 
tate naturae, an Intellectus agens sit corruptibilis, An futurorum contingentium sit deter- 
minata veritas, An Deus curet singularia, et sublunaria, An Intelligentiae moveant orbes 
coelestes etc." sD 111, 755: "Nihil minus convenit Philosophiae Peripateticae, et nihil magis 
Pythagorico-Platonicae quam traditio. Notum est decantatum illud Pythagoraeorum 
Autög Epo. Omnia examinabat Aristoteles, tanquam Philosophus ... nullis praedecessor- 
ibus sui parcens." On the debate with Descartes, see below, ch. 2.3. 

49 See, for instance, Tholuck, Die erste Hálfte des 17. Jahrhunderts; Tholuck, Die zweite Hälfte 
des 17. Jahrhunderts; Troeltsch, Vernunft und Offenbarung; Weber, Reformation, Orthodoxie 
und Rationalismus, 2 parts in 3 vols.; Bizer, “Die reformierte Orthodoxie”; Gründler, Die 
Gotteslehre Girolami Zanchis, 24: In Zanchi's doctrine of God “stoßen wir beim Lesen auf 
jenen Geist der mittelalterlichen Philosophie, von dem sich Calvin befreit hatte." Ibid., 
126: “In der Theologie Zanchis läßt somit der wiedererwachende Geist der mittelalterli- 
chen Scholastik das reformatorische Denken an einem entscheidenden Punkt zurücktre- 
ten und leitet damit den Übergang zur Orthodoxie ein. In dem Mafe, in dem unter dem 
Einfluf$ der thomistisch-aristotelischen Tradition die christozentrische Ausrichtung der 
Calvinischen Theologie einer kausalen Metaphysik im Denken seiner Nachfolger Platz 
machte, hórte die reformierte Theologie auf, Theologie der Offenbarung zu sein." On the 
"decline theory,’ cf. Van Asselt and Dekker, "Introduction," 29, and for a quite different 
interpretation of Zanchi, cf. Lindholm, Jerome Zanchi. 

50 Thus Bizer, “Die reformierte Orthodoxie,” 314-26, 340, writing about Voetius; similarly 
(despite its merits in other respects) Beker and Hasselaar, Wegen en kruispunten in de 
dogmatiek, 1, 10-50. Cf. Weber, Reformation, Orthodoxie und Rationalismus, 11, 106: 
"Theologische Besinnung wird das Versagen an den eigensten Anliegen der Orthodoxie 
beobachten und sich dadurch auf den Schaden im theologischen Denken weisen las- 
sen. Das Anliegen ist einerseits die Ehre Gottes, der in souverüner Freiheit sich als Gott 
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Calvin was — not seldom interpreted with Neo-orthodox or Barthian glasses — 
played out against the “Calvinists,” as if this Calvin were the norma normans for 
Reformed theology?! 

A variant on the “discontinuity” or “decay theory" is the so-called “nega- 
tive continuity theory." This theory did see continuity between Reformers and 
orthodox-Reformed theologians in certain issues, yet especially where it saw 
both as problematic, that is, in their dependence on medieval scholasticism in 
the form of Nominalism.52 

Over against such decline theories, the proponents of the “positive continu- 
ity theory" note a not-insignificant continuity in content between Reformers 
such as Martin Luther, Philipp Melanchthon, Ulrich Zwingli, Martin Bucer, 
John Calvin, Heinrich Bullinger, Wolfgang Musculus, and Peter Martyr Vermigli, 
and the Reformed-orthodox theologians on the one hand, and on the other 
hand a continuity between medieval theologians such as Thomas Aquinas, 
Duns Scotus, Thomas Bradwardine, and Gregory of Rimini, and the so-called 
“Reformers” and, even more so, the theologians from Reformed orthodoxy.5? 


der Gerechtigkeit und zugleich der Barmherzigkeit kundmacht, andererseits die 
Heilsgewißheit, die im syllogismus practicus aus den Zeichen des Erwähltseins genommen 
wird. Beides ist geeint in der rationalen Konstruktion, die von der Objektivitát des Dekrets 
herabsteigt zu den subjektiven Wirkungen in dem lebendigen Glauben oder umgekehrt 
von diesem zu jenem hinaufsteigt. Und eben in dieser rationalen Konstruktion des 
Prádestinatianismus wird beides fragwürdig, und das wird das Gericht über das Denken, 
das sie schafft.” Cf. on this Beck, “Basic Features,” 214-15, and on the topic as a whole, see 
below, ch. 5.3.2. 

51 See, for instance, Hall, “Calvin Against the Calvinists" and for Witsius, cf. Bakker, 
Miskende gratie, 13: “De hier opgestelde vergelijking zal laten zien, ... dat, na ongeveer 
150 jaar gereformeerd protestantisme, van de Calvijnse inzet zo goed als geen steen op de 
ander gelaten werd.” Ibid., 15: “Het moest hem of haar [= de lezer] maar van meet af aan 
duidelijk zijn, dat het m.i. helemaal fout is gegaan met de orthodoxie, om van de vrijzin- 
nigheid maar te zwijgen.” 

52 Thus partly Strehle, The Catholic Roots, and also Graafland, “Gereformeerde Scholastiek V," 
esp. 7. According to Graafland, Van Calvijn tot Barth, and Graafland, Van Calvijn tot Comrie, 
3 vols., the difference between Calvin and the Reformed theologians consists primarily in 
that they went further than Calvin and drew the consequences which Calvin did not yet 
want to draw. On the negative continuity theory, cf. Van Asselt and Dekker "Introduction." 

53 Cf. Van Asselt and Dekker, “Introduction,” 30-38. See Kristeller, Renaissance Thought; 
Kristeller, “Humanism”; Vos, “Scholasticism and Reformation,” on the continuity of 
scholastic method until the seventeenth century and Freedman, "Aristotle and the 
Content," as well as Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 7, on the relativization of labels 
like "Aristotelian" or "Peripatetic" in the sixteenth and seventeenth century, and Muller, 
"Reformation, Orthodoxy, ‘Christian Aristotelianism," on the philosophical eclecti- 
cism within Reformed orthodoxy. On Scotus, cf. Leinsle, Das Ding und die Methode, 1, 
63: "Mehr als vom thomanisch-aristotelischen … Seinsbegriff ist für die Betrachtung der 
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This double continuity is especially visible when method is distinguished from 
content. Furthermore, in contrast to the proponents of the “negative continu- 
ity theory,” the proponents of this third theory do not a priori see this continu- 
ity as being problematic, but understand that the Reformation and Protestant 
orthodoxy could each in its own way stand in the long and broad tradition of 
fides quaerens intellectum. Indeed, recent investigations have focused on the 
significant level of diversity in details and insights within Reformed scholasti- 
cism, which surely did not form a monolithic bloc.5+ 


4 Scholastic Method 


Although the terms “orthodoxy” and "scholasticism" have both frequently been 
used in the preceding, they are not interchangeable. In a broader sense “ortho- 
doxy" refers to conscious agreement with a confessional standard, which in 
the case of "Reformed orthodoxy" was found in the Reformed confessions. In a 
narrower sense, the term “orthodoxy” is also used for periodisation. In scholar- 
ship the period from ca. 1565 (i.e., the rise of the most significant confessions, 
and the passing away of a number of important second-generation Reformed 
theologians including Calvin) to ca. 1725 or 1775 (i.e., deconfessionalization) 
has been identified within Reformed theology as the time of “Reformed 
orthodoxy.5 In what follows, the term “Reformed orthodoxy” will be applied in 
this way, which furthermore represents a conscious avoidance of the adjective 
“Calvinist,” derived as it is from the one person of Calvin. After all, Reformed 
theologians from the period of orthodoxy as a rule identified themselves as 
“Reformed” rather than “Calvinist.”56 


Schulmetaphysik des frühen 17. Jahrhunderts vom Seinsbegriff der skotistischen Tradition 
auszugehen.” See further below, “Synthesis and Relevance,” section 6. 

54 Cf the contributions in Haykin and Jones, Drawn into Controversie, esp. Muller, “Diversity”; 
Beck and Den Boer, The Reception of John Calvin. 

55 See Muller, After Calvin, 3-21, 23-46, esp. 4, 7, 36. Cf. Muller, PRRD, 1, 33-34, 60-84; Van 
Asselt and Dekker, “Introduction,” 13-14; Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 
3-4, with remarks on the problem of an end date which are worth considering. 

56 The terms “Calvinist” and “Calvinism” originated in Roman-Catholic controversial theol- 
ogy as a polemical designation for Reformed (and at times more generally for Protestant) 
Christianity; see Ganoczy, “Calvinismus,’ goo, and cf. below, ch. 6.4, n. 88; ch. 1.3, n. 53, 
and, in addition, Voetius, Desperata causa papatus, 105-6 (I am indebted to Prof. Aza 
Goudriaan for this reference); cf. Beck, "Expositio reverentialis,” 125-26. Cf. also Van 
Asselt and Dekker, "Introduction," 13-14, who, however, locate the background for the 
term "Calvinist" in sociology of religion. 
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While the term *orthodoxy" has connotations pertaining to content, "scho- 
lasticism" refers primarily to a scientific practice or method. Here it is useful to 
remember its etymological derivation from the Latin word schola ("school"). 
To cite the medievalist Lambertus M. de Rijk, “scholasticism” is 


a collective term for all scientific activity, especially theological and phil- 
osophical, which follows a set method. This method is characterized, 
both on the level of research and on the level of teaching, by the use of an 
ever recurring system of concepts, distinctions, definitions, propositional 
analyses, argumentational techniques, and disputational methods.5” 


Scholasticism pertains to a set of instruments to which students were intro- 
duced early on in their education (i.e., already at the artes-faculty) from the 
time of the establishment of the universities ca. 1200 down into the eighteenth 
century. This method was also applied in the Protestant universities and acad- 
emies. For that reason, Richard Muller is correct to understand Reformed scho- 
lasticism as a scientific method.5® 

In the seventeenth century a distinction was maintained between at least 
four scholastic currents:there was a medieval, Spanish, Reformed, and Lutheran 
scholasticism, where the last three together can collectively be referred to as 
"baroque scholasticism.” The term “Jesuit scholasticism" is also commonly 
used instead of "Spanish scholasticism.” With one essentially unified method, 
the most divergent theological positions were defended in the so-called 


57 De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 20-21 (cf. De Rijk, Middeleeuwse wijsbegeerte, 111): 
"Personnellement j'entends le term 'scholastique' comme un nom collectif désignant 
toute activité scientifique, surtout philosophique et théologique, qui suit une méthode 
déterminée. Cette méthode se caractérise par l'emploi, tant pour la recherche que pour 
l'enseignement, d'un systéme fixé de notions, de distinctions, d'analyses des propositions, 
de techniques de raisonnement et de méthodes de disputation. A mon avis l'aspect didac- 
tique du terme est dominant. On peut penser également à la dérivation du mot: scho- 
lastique = maître d'école; écolátre; comme adjectif: 'scholastique, c.-a.-d. selon les règles 
didactiques." Cf. ibid., 82-105, esp. 85. 

58 Muller, PRRD, I, 34-37, esp. 34: “It is a theology designed to develop system on a highly 
technical level and in an extremely precise manner by means of the careful identifica- 
tion of topics, division of these topics into their basic parts, definition of the parts, and 
doctrinal or logical argumentation concerning the divisions and definitions." Ibid., 35: 
“The term ‘scholasticism, when applied to these efforts indicates primarily, therefore, a 
method and not a particular content.” Cf. Muller, After Calvin, 25-46; Leinsle, Introduction 
to Scholastic Theology, 5-9; Van Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding,” 3-4; Van Asselt and Dekker, 
“Introduction,” 25-26; Beck, “Melanchthon und die reformierte Scholastik,” Beck and Te 
Velde, "The Synopsis of a Purer Theology,” 25-29. 
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confessional era, albeit within the larger framework of a "scientific commu- 
nity.'*? It is generally uncontested that two axioms from medieval Christian 
theology applied. In the first place, faith was the point of departure for a reflec- 
tion which was out for a deeper understanding of the contents of faith ( fides 
quaerens intellectum). Secondly, logical consistency or non-contradiction was 
a necessary but not sufficient condition for truth.$° This is also the context for 
the scholastic work of a figure such as Gisbertus Voetius. 

In his disputation De theologia scholastica (1640), Voetius explicitly 
addressed the issue of “scholasticism.”®! Significantly, he understands scho- 
lasticism as a method: in a wider sense "scholasticism" means the “form and 
method of theology which are current in European schools,” and its name is 
derived from the fact that “it is handed down in the schools, and that its char- 
acter and method (ratio ac methodus) are different from that of the theology 
which is proclaimed in the churches.’62 In the strict sense of the word, “scho- 
lasticism" is to be understood as 


that form and method of theology which can first be found synoptically 
in the four books of [Lombard's] Sentences, and which Thomas Aquinas 
after him displayed in the three parts of his Summa theologiae. Hereafter, 
it can be found in all commentators of the Sententiae with their dis- 
putations and commentaries on Lombard, and in the later scholastics 
with their commentaries on Thomas. Finally, it can be found with all 
authors of anthologies and quodlibeta who devised further quaestiones 
and quodlibeta.® 


59 Van Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding, “1o-12. Cf. in general Leinsle, Introduction to 
Scholastic Theology, and on Spanish scholasticism specifically Knebel, Wille, Würfel und 
Wahrscheinlichkeit. 

60 Cf. De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 10712; Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 8-9. 

61 SD I, 12-29. 

62 SD I, 13: "Late [sumi potest vox Theologiae Scholasticae] pro formula ac methodo illa 
Theologiae, quae in scholis Europaeis … obtinuit. Eam ita vocabant, tum quod in scholis 
traderetur et alia ejus ratio ac methodus esse, quam ejus quae in ecclesiis personaret: tum 
quod contra distincta esset a Theologia Ecclesiastica." 

63 _ SDI, 13-14: “Stricte pro formula et methodo Theologiae, qualem synoptice libris quatuor 
sententiarum, et post eum Thomas tribus partibus summae suae Theologicae exhibuit et 
sic deinceps in disputationibus et commentariis ad Lombardum omnes sententiarii, et ad 
Thomam recentiores scholastici; denique omnes eclogarii et quodlibetarii, qui seorsim 
quaestiones et quodlibeta fabricaverunt” A Quodlibet is a kind of disputation, in which 
the respondent treats a quaestio raised freely (“de quolibet") by the audience. See De Rijk, 
La philosophie au moyen áge, 128. 
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Voetius immediately goes on to add, however, that the scholastic theology 
he supports, or “the scholastic, that is, the didactic and apologetical (elencti- 
cus) professor of theology,” is far (toto coelo) removed from the scholastic 
Sentence-commentators.®* As proved by the specific criticisms which Voetius 
offers against the Sentence-commentators in the rest of the disputation, Voetius 
does not so much criticise scholastic method as such, but rather the contents 
resulting from concrete instances of the application of this method.® He thus 
complains that these scholastics *want to invent and pile up all too many ques- 
tions and controversies,” or that they treat “useless, idle, curious, dangerous, 
absurd, and even blasphemous questions." 66 A further point of criticism is that 
the scholastics "attempt to prove the mysteries of faith from reason and the 
natural light, or from philosophy and human philosophical authority" 97 For 
Voetius such attempts do not constitute good examples of the sound use of 
scholastic method as he himself wants to practise it. It is in this latter sense 
that he also recommends the use of scholastic method to his colleagues and 
students, and, in spite of all objections, the study of scholastic theologians 
from different times and confessions.6® 


5 Texts Used 


For this work the majority of Voetius's known writings and disputations have 
been examined and evaluated insofar as they are relevant. Most of these works 
already come up in part one; the most significant writings for Voetius's view on 
theology and his doctrine of God will be discussed in chapter 1.4.2, chapter 2, 
and chapter 4.2-3. 

Voetius never did compose an actual theological system. Instead, he treated 
selected themes in a particularly thorough manner in his five-volume Selectae 


64  SDL14: "Nam scholasticam Theologicam et scholasticum, hoc est didacticum et elencti- 
cum Theologiae Professorem ... putamus toto coelo a scholasticis sententiariis differre." 

65 The same assessment is given by Van Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding,” 22-25. 

66 SD 1, 23: ^. Quod quaestionibus et controversiis nimis multis inveniendis et coacervan- 
dis unice intenti sunt. 2. Quod nonnunquam, et ex professo nimis langueant circa quaes- 
tiones inutiles, vanas, curiosas, periculosas, absurdas, immo et blasphemas.” Cf. below, ch. 
1.3; 11.4. 

67 SD 1,24: "Quod [scholastici] plerumque committant pet&Bact iç do yévoc: et myste- 
ria fidei ex ratione et lumine naturali, aut ex Philosophia atque authoritate philosophica 
humana probare satagant." 

68 sD I, 27-29. 
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disputationes (16481669).9? Johannes Heinrich August Ebrard (1818-1888) 
described these five volumes in the following exaggerated, albeit not entirely 
inaccurate way: 


In them lies the most developed system of Reformed dogmatics and 
ethics, and whoever wants to write a Reformed dogmatics cannot avoid 
the admittedly not insignificant effort required to work through these 
five volumes in-quarto.... However, this will require one to pick out the 
dogmatically most important questions as pearls from the manure pile. 
But this effort will be richly rewarded with the acquisition of an incred- 
ibly sharp presentation of Reformed doctrine that one cannot find any- 
where else.”° 


The Selectae disputationes represent one of the most important sources for 
Voetius's view of theology (part two), and the main source for his doctrine of 
God (part three). For his concept of theology, of particular significance are the 
disputation series "De atheismo" (four parts, 1639)"! in volume one, and “De 
modis cognoscendi Deum” (six parts, 1665)7? in the fifth volume. The most sig- 
nificant disputations for the doctrine of God are "De unica et simplicissima Dei 
essentia" (1637),7? "De scientia Dei" (1637),”4 “De conditionata seu media in Deo 
scientia" (four parts, 1643-1644),7? “De jure et justitia Dei" (1639),7 "Appendix 
ad disputationem theologicam de jure et justitia Dei" (two parts, 1644),”” “De 
potentia Dei deque possibili et impossibili" (four parts, 1644),7® as well as “De 
necessitate et utilitate dogmatis de ss. Trinitate" (two parts, 1639)? which 
are all found in the first volume. The fifth volume furthermore contains the 


69  Inch.42.2this work is treated more thoroughly. An overview of all included disputations 
is found in appendix 1. Appendix 2 provides a chronological key to these disputations. 

70 Ebrard, Christliche Dogmatik, 1, 73—74. Immediately after this quote, he writes: Namentlich 
die Prádestinationslehre ist gerade bei Gisb. [Voetius] so haarscharf bestimmt, das jener 
ganze Determinismus, welchen Schweizer als reformirte Lehre darstellen móchte, hier in 
allen seinen nur móglichen Formen ausdrücklich verworfen wird, (wenn schon die abso- 
lute Prüdestination selbst gelehrt wird) Ebrard opposes Schweizer, Glaubenslehre, 2 vols; 
cf. Baschera, "Umstrittene Orthodoxie.” 

71  $D1,14-225. 

72 SD V, 455-525. 

73 SDI, 226-45. 

74 SDI, 246-64. 

75 SD 1, 264-339. 

76 | SD1,339-64. 

77 | SDI, 364-402. 

78 | SDI, 402-34. 

79  SDI,466-5n. 
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important disputations "Problemata de Deo" (nine parts, 1652-1661)9? and 
"Notae et exercitationes ad Thomae part. I. qu. 27-44 de Personis Divinis" 
(1653).8! These disputations from the first and last of Voetius's five volumes 
total 536 pages. To this can be added many disputations containing important 
details for individual aspects of the doctrine of God or theology, but which 
cannot be listed here.8? Also worth mentioning are a number of further dispu- 
tations not included in the five volumes of the Selectae disputationes.9? 

The Syllabus problematum theologicorum (1643) represents an important aid 
for a systematic categorization of these themes. Here Voetius provides a com- 
prehensive list of questions for theological issues with a detailed and informa- 
tive breakdown.?^ Surprisingly useful for both Voetius's view of theology as well 
as his doctrine of God is the Catechisatie over den Heidelbergschen Catechismus 
(1653).8° Other important sources, especially for the doctrine of God, are 
the anti-Remonstrant writings Thersites heautontimorumenos (1635)®® and De 


80 SD V, 48-136. 

81  SDV,136-47. 

82 References in the footnotes can be related to the respective disputations with the aid of 
appendix 1. 

83 See especially the Disputatio philosophico-theologica, continens quaestiones duas, de 
distinctione attributorum divinorum, et libertate voluntatis (Utrecht, 1652) (Sub prae- 
sidio D. Gisberti Voetii ... publice ventilandas proponit Engelbertus Beeckman), which 
was mentioned and discussed for the first time in the German edition of the pres- 
ent work (Beck, Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676), 2007; see below, ch. 7.7.2 and 12.3-4). In 
addition, see Disputatio theologica de decretis in Deo conditionatis (Utrecht, 1643) (Sub 
praesidio Gisberti Voetiii ... exhibet Matthias Nethenus); Disputatio theologica de con- 
cursu determinante, an determinabili? (Utrecht, 1645-46) (Tres sectiones. Sub praesidio 
D. Gisberti Voetii ... publice examinandum proponit M. Matthias Nethenus); Disputatio 
Theologica de eo quod Deus est (Utrecht, 1665) (Sub praesidio Gisberti Voetii, s.s. Theol. 
Doct.... Publice examini subjicit, Johannes Scriba Moersensis). 

84 On the Syllabus, see below, ch. 4.3. The following questions are relevant for the concept 
of theology: “De Theologia" (Aır-A2r); “De Summo Bono seu Beatitudine" (A2r—A4r); 
“De principiis christianorum Dogmatum" (A4r-Cav); and for the doctrine of God: “De 
Deo" (Dir-D4r); “De Attributis Dei in genere" together with “De Attributis Dei in specie 
et quidem primi generis" and "De Attributis secundi generis" (D4r—G3r); “De Trinitate 
Personarum et quidem in genere" mit “De Trinitate personarum in specie" (G3r-Kar); “De 
Decretis seu actionibus Dei immanentibus" (Kir-Kiv). 

85 On the Catechisatie, see below, ch. 4.3. The following sections are important for the con- 
cept of theology: “Van de Heylige Theologie" (43-54); “Aenhanghsel van de Natuerlicke 
Theologie" (54—55); "Van de Christelijke Religie" (55-60); and for the doctrine of God: 
“Van het eenigh Goddelick Wesen" (275-91); “Van de Goddelicke Eygenschappen" (292- 
309); "Van het Besluyt Godts” (309-12). 

86 See below, ch. 1.4.2. 


INTRODUCTION 21 


termino vitae (1636).8” Of significance for Voetius's view of theology is the 
Diatribe de theologia defended in two disputations in 1647, and republished 
in 1668.88 


6 The Disputation as a Genre 


The most important sources for the present work are the collected disputa- 
tions. From the time of the establishment of universities, the disputation was 
“one of the most important and influential features of scholastic method.”®9 
The term “disputatio” can refer both (1) to a discussion within an academic 
context according to set rules, and (2) to the written record of that discussion 
(in the Middle Ages) or the theses which were printed before the discussion 
was held and which the respondent had to defend under the precedence of a 
professor (in the universities after the Reformation).9° 

The written record of a medieval disputation was kept according to the 
so-called *quaestio"-method. For a fuller understanding of a particular ques- 
tion or problem, objections against the position defended were listed, followed 
by one or more arguments in favour of the position held. This was in turn fol- 
lowed by a statement of the response to the initial question, in whose light the 
noted objections were finally discussed.?! 

The most important pedagogical tool which Protestant universities and 
academies took over from the medieval university was the disputation and 
scholastic method. Initially, written disputations consisted exclusively in a list 


87 See below, ch. 1.3.3. 

88 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 1-17; see below, ch. 4.3. 

89 Kenny, “Medieval Philosophical Literature,’ 24-25: “Although scholars are unanimous 
in seeing the disputation as one of the most important and influential features of scho- 
lastic method, they are less agreed about the presuppositions and antecedents of the 
institution." 

go Van Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding,” 14-16, esp. 14. On the genre of disputations, see Van 
der Woude, “Nederlandse dissertaties”; Gerber, Disputatio als Sprache des Glaubens; 
Kenny, “Medieval Philosophical Literature"; Hódl, “Disputatio”; Lawn, The Rise and 
Decline of the ‘Quaestio Disputata’; Marti, “Disputation”; Postma and Van Sluis, Auditorium 
Academiae Franekerensis, ix-xix; De Niet, “Inleiding” xlii-xlvi; Ahsmann, Collegium 
und Kolleg; Müller, Promotionen und Promotionswesen; De Jonge, "Willem Godschalck à 
Focquenbourg"; Appold, Orthodoxie als Konsensbildung; Chang, “From Oral Disputation 
to Written Text”; Gindhart, Marti, and Seidel, Frühneuzeitliche Dispurationen. 

91 Cf. De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 100-101; Kenny, “Medieval Philosophical 
Literature,” 25-26. In theological disputations, the arguments presented in favour of the 
author's position commonly include a quote from Scripture as authority par excellence, or 
another authoritative text such as a quote from a church father. 
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of theses which took up no more than one folie side, as at the University of 
Leiden established in 1575. Beginning in 1593, these theses were printed on one 
or one and a half quarto quires, resulting in eight or twelve pages of text.?? In 
the seventeenth century, the disputations and theses were expanded so that 
the medieval “quaestio”-technique was partly revived.9? For Voetius in particu- 
lar, the disputations could thus gain proportions of monograph-length.?* 

In his Exercitia et bibliotheca studiosi theologiae (1644) Voetius discusses 
the disputations as the most important public or semi-public academic 
exercises.95 He considered the disputations most excellently suited for devel- 
oping a precise and clear conceptual structure for treating dense and obscure 
issues, for which reason he also thought they should be organized on an at least 
weekly basis.9° The theological disputations were furthermore to be sober and 
devoid of rhetorical embellishment, but rather logically well-constructed and 
to communicate clearly.9” 

Interestingly, Voetius explicitly addresses the authorship of disputations. 
Ordinary disputations such as those of the Selectae disputationes were as a rule 
authored by the presiding professor, in this case Voetius, and in exceptional 
cases “by an erudite respondent."?? Even when a respondent took part in the 


92 On the disputations in Leiden, see Ahsmann, Collegium und Kolleg, 175-238; Otterspeer, 
Het bolwerk van de vrijheid, 221-242; Beck and Te Velde, "The Synopsis of a Purer Theology,” 
29-32, 44-52. 

93 On the scale of things, the quaestio disputata is rather an exception in the seventeenth 
century; cf. Lawn, The Rise and Decline of the ‘Quaestio Disputata,’ 129-44. See also below, 
ch. 1.4.1. 

94 An example is the four-part series of disputations "De conditionata seu media in Deo 
scientia" (SD 1, 264—339), which takes up essential elements of the *quaestio"-technique. 
This series will be discussed extensively in the present work; see ch. 8.3.2-11. The ten-part 
series of disputations "De creatione" is exceedingly comprehensive, encompassing well 
over 300 pages, paralipomena, appendices and corollaria included (sp 1, 552-870). On 
Voetius's disputations, see Kernkamp, De Utrechtse Universiteit, 1, 147—48; Van Asselt and 
Dekker, “Inleiding, 16-22; De Niet, “Inleiding,” xlii-xlvi. Cf. below, ch. 1.4; 4.2.2. 

95 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1644), ch. 9, 80-93. The other exercises are declamationes, 
lectiones, collegia and examina. Cf. De Niet, “Inleiding,” xliii-xlv. On the Exercitia et biblio- 
theca, see below, ch. 4.2.1. 

96 X Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1644), 81: “Ut jam non dicam hac ratione ingeniis acroa- 
maticis optime instillari distinctos, accuratos et evidentes conceptus de rebus difficilibus, 
obscuris aut intricatis." 

97 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1644), 81: "Pressae ut sint, acroamaticae et logicae, absque 
verborum ambagibus et rhetoricationibus praecipit apud nos communis scholarum con- 
suetudo: quam ego arbitror imprimis in rebus divinis esse laudatissimam: ubi etiam vera 
dicere periculosum est” On argumentation technique, cf. SD 1v, 1-16. 

98 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1644), 84: "commentatio aliqua Theologica a praeside 
(nonnumquam et ab erudito Respondente) conscripta." From the context discussing 
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composition of the theses, for Voetius the praeses remains responsible for the 
contents.?® For this reason, Voetius himself included such a (series of) disputa- 
tions composed by the respondent in his own Selectae disputationes.!?? Aside 
from this disputation, all others included in this compilation were presumably 
directly authored by the praeses himself. 

All in all, the disputations which have been taken up into the five volumes 
of the Selectae disputationes can thus be taken as Voetius's own work. This 
is all the more true of the five volumes themselves, since the text of his dis- 
putations often underwent one final process of editing for publication in his 
Disputationes selectae after their original publication in the context of their 
oral defence.!?! Certain recurring stylistic features, as well as a number of 
first-person references to Voetius's own works or to his sons and friends, like- 
wise point in this direction.!?? 


academic exercises as a whole, it can be inferred that here Voetius has the disputationes 
exercitii in mind. Disputationes de gradu on the other hand were normally composed by 
the promovendus, although the praeses was regarded as the "auctor intellectualis" See 
Van der Woude, "Nederlandse dissertaties"; Postma and Van Sluis, Auditorium Academiae 
Franekerensis, 1x-x1x; Ahsmann, Collegium und Kolleg, 222-238; De Jonge, Willem 
Godschalck à Focquenbourg; Beck and Te Velde, “The Synopsis of a Purer Theology,” 30-31, 
51. Even in the very complex situation at Wittenberg University between 1570 and 1710, 
it is clear that in any case “the praeses carries the legal responsibility for the disputa- 
tional theses"; see Appold, Orthodoxie als Konsensbildung, 77-84, esp. 84. In Voetius's 
Disputationes selectae, the disputations "De conditionata seu media in Deo scientia" are 
examples of disputations composed by the respondent (Autor et respondens: Matthias 
Nethenus; sD 1, 264—339). 

99 Cf. sD V, 513: “Sed forte quis excipiet contra allegatam hanc disputationem Heereboordi, 
esse eam conscriptam a Respondente, uti hoc innuere videntur literae A et R (hoc est, autor 
et Respondens) subjectae nomini Respondentis in dedicatione. Et cautelam salutarem 
in titulo et frontispicio disputationis insertam, Exercitii Gratia. Ad hoc Respondemus: 
Quidquid de eo sit, nihilominus praestandam Heereboordo hanc disputationem: quod 
disputationi illi a Respondente scriptae et a se perlectae et typis descriptae, publicum 
suum praesidium omnino donaverit." 

100 See above, n. 98. 

101 Where such an editorial process was omitted, a remark to that effect is added such as in 
SD 111, 1194: “Exhibeo contra morem meum, primam hujus disputationis partem quae est 
de Sortibus, absque ulla per deutepwg ppovridas emendatione, accuratione, additione." 

102 See SD I, 144, 156, 160, 170, 253, 257, 384; II, 124, 459, 545; V, 74, 90, 126-27, 477 et al. Such 
references can already be found in the original disputations, as a comparison with the 
four-part series of disputations “De atheismo" (Resp.: Gualterus de Bruyn; 1639) and “De 
potentia Dei deque possibili et impossibili" (Resp.: Johannes Carre, 1644) as well as the 
disputations “De unica et simplicissima Dei essentia" (Resp.: Johannes Almeloveen; 1637) 
and “De scientia Dei" (Resp.: Enochus Pottey; 1637) shows. For this comparison I have 
made use of the copies in the "Andover-Harvard Theological Library" (Cambridge, MA; 
shelfmark: R.B.R. 602.2 V876.4 dsd 1637). 
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The present work consists of three main parts, which are further divided into 
twelve chapters together with an introduction and conclusion. Part one places 
Voetius's life and work within the context of his time, and thus prepares the way 
for the two other parts. Already in this brief presentation of Voetius's biogra- 
phy in the first chapter do we encounter two important controversies in which 
Voetius became involved, namely, those with Remonstrantism and Jansenism. 
Other important elements in this chapter are the course of Voetius's educa- 
tion, as well as his work as pastor and professor of theology. The conflict with 
Cartesianism, which is outlined in the second chapter, is in a number of differ- 
ent respects relevant for Voetius's view on theology and his doctrine of God. 
Of similar relevance are the controversies with the Cocceians, with Maresius, 
with the magistrates, and — to a lesser degree — with the Labadists (chapter 3). 
Chapter four, which closes part one, discusses Voetius's main works as well as 
a number of other writings. This will be followed by an attempt, on the basis 
of an overview of scholarship on the Nadere Reformatie, to determine Voetius's 
role in this reformatory movement, and to consider its relationship to Pietism. 

Part two considers a number of important aspects of Voetius's concept of 
theology, and is thus devoted to prolegomena and in particular the knowledge 
of God. Chapter five considers specifically the relationship between natural 
and supernatural theology, and likewise discusses the character of theology as 
a scientia practica. Chapter six considers communion with God as the horizon 
for theology. 

The actual core of this study is formed by part three, in which the basic lines 
of Voetius's doctrine of God are unfolded, with some attention to his view of 
the Trinity as well. This final part opens with chapter seven, which considers 
how God can be denominated with human speech, and how attributes can 
be predicated of him. This will be followed by a treatment of God's names, 
and the distinction and division of the divine attributes. Finally, the regula- 
tive attributes are discussed briefly, in line with the attention they receive in 
the sources. 

Since Voetius's most exhaustive disputations pertaining to the doctrine of 
God are devoted to the operative attributes, they are given thorough treat- 
ment. This is especially true of God's knowledge, since Voetius dealt in great 
detail with the controversy (which is once again much debated) over the Jesuit 
concept of scientia media, which Arminius and the Remonstrants had adopted 
(chapter 8). In the context of the following exposition of God's will, the ques- 
tion of the relationship of God's good will to evil will be given attention, as 
well as the question concerning the degree to which Voetius's emphasis on the 
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divine will leads to determinism (chapter 9). God's right and justice will then 
be treated as dispositions of the divine will in a chapter of its own (chapter 10). 
This is followed by questions concerning God's potentia (or potency) which 
carries out the divine will (chapter 11). The doctrine of the decrees is finally 
treated in a twelfth chapter, which also offers an examination of the degree to 
which Voetius's emphasis on the divine decree and on concursus divinus can 
still maintain a dimension of freedom for the human will. 

In a closing chapter a synthesis — with some extrapolation — of several 
important aspects of Voetius's view of theology and especially of his doctrine 
of God will be given. Furthermore, an attempt will be made to place Voetius's 
doctrine of God in the historical tradition, with particular attention to the late 
medieval backgrounds of his thought. Finally, the prospects of the relevance 
of Voetius's doctrine of God will be considered in a number of brief remarks. 
For a summary of the most important results of the present study, we advise 
the reader rather to read through the two summaries contained in part one, 
together with the summaries included with each individual chapter in parts 
two and three. 

The individual parts and chapters are so written to make it possi- 
ble to read them not only altogether, but also — to the degree that this was 
possible — individually. 

Before we enter in on part one, several remarks must be made concerning 
the Latin quotations in the footnotes. Clear printing errors have been corrected 
without notice, and most abbreviations resolved. The baroque printer's embel- 
lishments and typographical particularities, ligatures, as well as the frequently 
occurring accents, have in following common usage not been taken over. The 
punctuation has been maintained as in the original text, however. Unless oth- 
erwise noted, the emphasis in the text follows the original. No attempt has 
been made to harmonize spelling in Latin quotations.!03 Also the references to 
parts, books, paragraphs, distinctions, questions, etc., do not all follow a uni- 
form pattern. Instead, a solution was devised on a case-by-case basis which 
seeks at once to follow common usage as much as possible, as well as to make it 
possible quickly to identify the cited text in the one or more editions to which 
Irefer. The numbers in brackets consistently correspond to the page or column 
numbers of the edition used, which can easily be tracked down with the list 
of abbreviations and the bibliography. Unless otherwise indicated, all transla- 
tions are my own. 


103 I follow roughly the editorial principles as explained in Knight and Til, The Oxford 
Handbook of Neo-Latin, 7—9. 


PART 1 


Voetius in Context 


CHAPTER 1 


Life: An Overview 


11 Introduction 


The description of Voetius's life and work in part 1 of this book does not intent 
to supplant Duker’s comprehensive and masterful three-volume biography. 
Nevertheless, this work is more than one-hundred years old by now and has 
been a significant factor in the progress Voetius scholarship has made since.! 
In what follows, the results of this newer scholarship will thus be included, and 
further complemented with the results of my own analysis of the sources. The 
following is for that reason intended as a supplement to update Duker's work, 
but will also sketch out the main lines of Voetius's life and work, taking into 
account the relevant pedagogical, political, and social contexts as based on the 
results of recent scholarship. 

Inlight of the overall purpose of this study, part one has a twofold goal. First, 
through a description of Voetius's life and work, the context will be set for the 
treatment of his view of theology (part 2) and his doctrine of God (part 3). 
Knowledge of his education, polemics, and most important writings is indis- 
pensable for a proper understanding of his theology. Moreover, the results of 
Voetius scholarship from the last decades also call for an integrative exposi- 
tion. Finally, account must be taken of the fact that Voetius is hardly known 
beyond the borders of the Netherlands. The integrative presentation of his life 
and work offered in part one of this study is thus intended as the most detailed 
English presentation available to date.? 

In what follows, the emphasis will be on Voetius's education (chapter 1), 
the numerous controversies in which he became involved (chapters 2 and 
3), his most important works and finally his place in the Nadere Reformatie 
and Pietism in light of recent scholarship on these movements (chapter 4). 
Frequent references will be made to the primary sources, especially where they 
are directly relevant for Voetius's concept of theology and doctrine of God, 
such as in his polemics. The thorough examination of previous presentations 


1 Duker, Voetius, 4 vols; and cf. de Groot, “Gisbertus Voetius”; de Groot, "Voetius' biografie.” 

2 Cf, however the works mentioned in section 2 of the introduction which treat individ- 
ual aspects of Voetius's theology or philosophy, esp. Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and 
Philosophy. For a detailed German presentation of Voetius's life and work, see Beck, Gisbertus 
Voetius (1589—1676), 35-142. 
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has also led to certain complements to previous scholarship, as well as 
own insights.? 


12 Education 


121 Origins 

Gisbertus Voetius (latinized version of Gijsbert Voet) was born on 3 March 1589 
in the fortress city of Heusden close to 's-Hertogenbosch (Den Bosch). His 
childhood in the early Dutch Republic was largely shaped by the Dutch War of 
Independence, or Eighty Years’ War (1568-1648).5 Only two-and-a-half months 
after he was born, Heusden was surrounded by the Spanish army following 
years of instability. As result of the war, the formerly well-to-do family became 
impoverished, and in October 1597 Gisbertus’s father, the Protestant knight 
Paulus Voet, met his death on the battlefield close to Bredevoort. Gisbertus’s 
grandfather Nicolaas Dirksz. Voet, a descendant of a Westphalian knightly 
line and the burgomaster in Oudheusden, likewise lost his life because of 
his Reformed convictions and his support for the Netherlands’ struggle for 
independence. 


12.2 Latin School in Heusden 

After the death of his father, Gisbertus’s mother Maria née de Jageling was left 
behind with her four young children, and could no longer afford to send her 
gifted son to the Latin state school. Through the financial support of friends 
and above all stipends from the Heusden magistracy and the Dutch States, 
the young Gisbertus could continue his education. He completed the tri- 
vium and quadrivium of the artes liberals under the learned Franco Odolphi. 
In the course of these studies he read Latin classics such as Cicero, Sallust, 
Terence, Plautus, Ovid, Vergil, and Horace, and Greek writers from Homer and 
Hesiod to Neilos of Ancyra (d. ca. 430), as well as parts of the New Testament. 
Furthermore, already at this age he deepened himself in philosophy, most 
likely by reading such works as the Dialecticae libri duo (1556 and more) of 


3 Note that archival material such as the university records and the acts of the Utrecht 
consistory could only be consulted insofar as they have already been made accessible in 
other works. 

4 Unless indicated otherwise, all historical dates referring to the sixteenth and seventeenth 
century follow the Julian calendar, which in most provinces of the United Netherlands was 
not superseded by the Gregorian calendar until 1700 or 1701 respectively. 

5 Cf. on the first phase Israel, Dutch Republic, 155-240, and from a social-economical perspec- 
tive Prak, The Dutch Republic, 7-24. On Heusden, cf. Hamoen, Het begin van de Reformatie. 
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Pierre de la Ramée (Petrus Ramus, 1515-1572) and the Isagoge logica (1584 and 
more) of the Lutheran scholar Fortunatus Crellius (1565-1605).® 


12.3 Theological Education at Leiden 

On 25 April 1604 Gisbertus Voetius, although “of small stature," was granted 
permission by the city council of Heusden to study theology at Leiden as a sti- 
pend holder. The council was convinced that Voetius would show his qualities 
at the examination, which he indeed did four days later so as to be taken up in 
the Leiden Collegium theologicum or "State College.” This bursary, established 
in 1592, “had a decisive influence on the development of philosophical and 
theological studies" at the University of Leiden.? The regent at the collegium 
was a student of Ursinus, Johannes Kuchlinus (1546-1606), who held this posi- 
tion until his death on 3 July 1606.? The day was strictly regimented, including 
defined times for reading Scripture and devotional literature, in order to help 
the students through their propaedeutic studies in philosophy as well as the 
study of theology proper. 

Voetius's years in the study of philosophy and theology at Leiden were 
both shaped by the controversy between Jacobus Arminius (1560-1609) and 
Franciscus Gomarus (1563-1641), which broke out on the occasion of the dis- 
putation De divina praedestinatione (1604) over which Arminius presided. In 
order to gain a better grasp on the philosophical background to these polem- 
ics, some theological students requested the senate to organize public lectures 
in metaphysics.? Although the senate acceded to the request only insofar 
as it approved of private instruction under the Scottish professor of logic, 
Gilbertus Jacchaeus (Gilbert Jack; ca. 1578-1628), Voetius would later recall 


6 Duker, Voetius, 1, 13-18. Where Duker, Voetius, 1, 18, following Essenius, speaks about 
Ramus's “Dialectica” and Crellius’s "Theoremata logica,” he probably refers to Ramus, 
Dialecticae libri duo and Crellius, Isagoge logica. Both works were also found in Voetius's 
library, see Auction Catalogue 1 M 8? 28a, 195; 11 M 8? 95b, 536; 11 M 12? 97b, 79 (Ramus) 
and 11 M 8? 95b, 521 (Crellius). Cf. De Niet, “Voetius en de literatuur,” and on Cicero Beck, 
"Zur Rezeption Ciceros." On Ramus, see the excellent edition by Sebastian Lalla of Ramus, 
Dialecticae libri duo. 

7 See Duker, Voetius, 1, 38-41: “cleyn van stature,’ but “int examineren clouck" Among the 
examiners were also Jacobus Arminius and Bonaventura Vulcanius. 

Dibon, “Philosophieunterricht, 50. 
Cf. Lamping, “Kuchlinus (Cuchlinus), Johannes”; Stanglin, “Johannes Kuchlinus.” 

10 Thus also Dibon, “Philosophieunterricht,” 51. Recent research on the controversy has 
confirmed Gomarus's assessment that Arminius adopted the Jesuit position in the con- 
troversy De Auxiliis ("Gnadenstreit"). Cf. Duker, Voetius, 1, go; Van Itterzon, Franciscus 
Gomarus, 131-32, with Muller, God, Creation, and Providence, and Dekker, Rijker dan 
Midas. See also below, n. 24. 
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that they began to read the dense manuals on metaphysics from the Lutherans 
Cornelius Martini (1568-1621) and Jakob Martini (1568-1621), the Scottish 
Catholic Jacobus Chynaeus (James Cheyne; sixteenth century), the Italian 
Thomist Chrysostomos Javelli (1470-1538), and the Spanish Jesuits Pedro da 
Fonseca (1528-1599) and Francis Suárez (1548—1617).!! It was especially Suárez's 
Disputationes metaphysicae (Salamanca, 1597) that stood out. Jaccheus received 
and commented them both in his lectures and in his later writings.? 
Jacchaeus, together with the sub-regent Petrus Bertius (1565-1629), also 
taught Voetius in logic. The logical curriculum followed Aristotle's Organon, 
which was read four times a week while disputations were organized on a 
bi-weekly basis. In 1605 Voetius defended ten theses and three corollaries Peri 
hermeneias under Bertius.!? Nevertheless, given its humanist neo-Aristotelian 
form, the instruction Voetius received in logic was consistently progressive. This 
neo-Aristotelianism received its form through the contributions of such lead- 
ing scholars as Justus Lipsius (1547-1606), Bonaventura Vulcanius (1538-1614), 
Rudolph Snellius (1546-1613), Joseph Justus Scaliger (1540-1609), and Daniel 
Heinsius (1580-1655), who helped the University of Leiden attain international 
renown in rhetoric, classical and oriental philology, and mathematics. 
Voetius eagerly profited from the expansive offerings at the university, and 
further read many philosophical works, partly together with his friends Simon 
Episcopius (1583-1643) and Caspar Barlaeus (1584-1648) who together with 
Bertius would go on to number among the most influential Remonstrants.!? 
He also devoted himself among other things to the logical writings of the 
neo-Aristotelian Jacopo Zabarella (1533-1589), the Jesuit Francisco de Toledo 
(1534-1596), and the influential Bartholomäus Keckermann (ca. 1571-1608) 
for whom Voetius showed a special predilection.!6 In ethics he read not only 
Aristotle and Plutarch, but also Francesco Piccolomini (1582-1651), Rudolph 


11 SD V, 458: "Metaphysicae, quae tunc [ie 1605] manibus studiosorum terrebantur Cor. 
Martinii, Cheinei, Jac. Martinii, Javelli, Fonsecae, imprimis Francisci Zwarezii (ex qua com- 
pendium contractum nobis dictabat et explicabat praeceptor noster Gilbert. Jacchaeus), 
huc etiam aliquid conferebant" On Gilbert Jack, see Mijers, “Addicted to Puritanism,” 
90-91. 

12 Cf. Leinsle, Das Ding und die Methode, 315-22; Dibon, “Philosophieunterricht,” 50-52; 
Goudriaan, “Die Rezeption des cartesianischen Gottesgedankens, 20-21; Van Ruler, 
“Jacchaeus, Gilbertus (c. 15781628)" 

13  Bertius and Voetius, Theses logicae. Voetius goes back to the Greek text and takes 
Boethius's commentary into account. 

14 Cf. McGahagan, “Cartesianism in the Netherlands,” 33-35; Dibon, “Philosophieunterricht,” 
42—60; Clotz, Hochschule für Holland; Otterspeer, Het bolwerk van de vrijheid. 

15 Cf. Van Ruler, “Voetius.” 

16 Cf. Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1644), 343, 672—73. 
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Goclenius (1547-1628), and Keckermann. He also read Lipsius on Stoicism. For 
natural philosophy Voetius worked his way through Configerus's commen- 
tary on Melanchthon's De anima, as well as the extensive commentary of the 
Jesuit Collegium Conimbricense (Coimbra) on Aristotle's Physica.! The lectures 
on mathematics from Rudolph Snellius he supplemented with the reading of 
relevant works from Pierre de la Ramée. Furthermore, Voetius developed a 
remarkable interest in medicine. He thus not only read the recent standard 
works in medicine, but also attended the anatomical demonstrations of Pieter 
Pauw (1546-1617), performed anatomical sections together with his friend 
Thomas Jansz. Carbasius (1587-1624), and, finally, in his later work made a “sig- 
nificant contribution to the knowledge of the interplay between religion and 
medicine”? Voetius furthermore deepened himself in yet other disciplines, 
such as geography and history. He appears to have completed his propaedeutic 
studies in the spring of 1607 with a disputation "de motu," which he defended 
under Jacchaeus as part of a 17-part series of Disputationes physicae (Leiden, 
1607-1608).1? 

Voetius's studies in theology proper were even more than his propaedeu- 
tic years in philosophy shaped by the fierce conflicts between Arminius and 
Gomarus. Voetius attended both of their lectures and compared their teaching 
carefully with each other as well as with the lectures he attended from Lucas 
Trelcatius the Younger (1573-1607) and Festus Hommius (1576-1642). For the 
purposes of comparison, he likewise consulted the works of Keckermann, 
Lucas Trelcatius the Elder (1542-1602), and the irenic theologian Franciscus 
Junius the Elder (1545-1602) whom he considered “the greatest theologian of 
his time”? Voetius was often also quite positive on the theology of Arminius, 
which he distinguished from the theology of his later followers.?! However, 
when it came to the controversy on the doctrine of predestination and the 
relationship between divine grace and human freedom, he placed himself 


17 Collegium Conimbricense, Commentarii collegii Conimbricensis Societatis Jesu, in octo 
libros Physicorum Aristotelis Stagiritae. Cf. Des Chene, "Descartes." 

18 X Van Lieburg, “Voetius en de geneeskunde,” esp. 180. Voetius’s contributions are, among 
others, in the areas of iatrodemonology and epidemiology. 

19  Jacchaeus and Voetius, Disputationes physicae. This disputation is extremely rare and not 
mentioned by Duker. A copy can be found in the British Library in London (shelfmark: 
536.f.8:5). 

20 Voetius, Thersites, 177: "Inspiciantur ... imprimis Theologorum suo saeculo maximus 
Franciscus Junius"; cf. also 128. 

21 Cf Voetius, Thersites, 128: "In Arminij Thesibus de Natura Dei: de Deitate filij et spiritui S. 
omnia (pauculis exceptis) distincte, proprie, et docte explicata sunt, adeo ut nihil melius 
in illo Scripti genere de illa materia dici potuerit. Haec mea quidem sententia, quam con- 
tra Socinianos et Remonstrantes tueri paratus sum." 
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decidedly on the side of Gomarus. None of Voetius's professors had as lasting 
an influence on him as this Flemish exile theologian, whose "gratus discipulus" 
Voetius considered himself to be throughout his entire life.?? Gomarus kindled 
Voetius's interest in the oriental languages, gave him an example of thorough 
exegesis in his lectures on Philippians and Romans, and beginning in 1609 
impressed him with his treatment of the loci communes in his lectures.?? 

The controversy between Arminius and his followers (known from 1610 
onwards as the "Remonstrants") and Gomarus and his followers (the “Counter- 
Remonstrants") is known to have had political, social, and other dimensions, 
and to have threatened to plunge the Republic into civil war. Recent schol- 
arship has shown that both theologically and philosophically many parallels 
existed with the controversy on grace between Jesuits and Dominicans which 
was set off by the Concordia of Luis de Molina (1535-1600).7^ It is for that rea- 
son not surprising that Bertius brought up against Gomarus: "Who is it that 
daily cites Durandus, Gabriel Biel, Molina, Bonaventure, Francisco Zumel (ca. 
1540-1607), Domingo Báfiez (1528-1604), Chrysosthomos Javelli (1470-1538), 
Gregory of Valencia (1549-1603), and others?”?? Voetius had become famil- 
iar with these scholastic authors during his student years already, and in his 
later works their names are encountered as well. He furthermore studied the 
important Disputationes de controversiis christianae fidei of Robert Bellarmine 
(15421621)?6 and the Reformed responses to them from Franciscus Junius, 
William Whitaker (1548-1595), Sibrandus Lubbertus (ca. 155-1625), and Conrad 
Vorstius (1569-1622). In addition, he delved into the works of Antoine de la 
Roche Chandieu (1534-1591) and Jerome Zanchi (1516—1590).?” 

Early in 1610 Voetius already decided to defend a disputation under the pres- 
idence of Gomarus on the highly current issue "The knowledge and nature of 
God" (*De cognitio et natura Dei"). For political reasons, however, the dispu- 
tation could not be held. Voetius's decided support of the Gomarist position 


22 SD V, 100: "Cum D. Gomaro nunquam contendi, nec contra eum quidquam defendi, nec 
scriptum aliquod ipsius, aut disputationem oppunandam mihi sumsi.... Quam gratus ipsi 
discipulus usque ad finem vitae fuerim, quamque ego ed@vpia et honori venerandi et ve- 
terani theologi ac praeceptoris mei studuerim, testari possent epistolae auoıßalaı” Cf. 1, 
466, 539; V, 294 and Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1644), 165. 

23 Duker, Voetius, 1, 83-99. 

24 Molina, Concordia. Cf. n. 10, and see below, ch. 8.3. 

25  Bertius, Aen-spraeck aen D. Fr. Gomarum op zijne bedenckinghe over de lijck-oratie ghe- 
daen na de begraefenisse van D. Iacobus Arminius, 26: "Beroerende uwe E. wie isset die 
noch daghelicx citeert Durandum, Gabrielem Biel, Molinam, Bonaventuram, Cumelum, 
Dominicum Bannes, Chr. Javellum, Gregorium de Valentia, ende andere meer?" 

26 Bellarmino, Disputationes, 3 vols. 

27 Duker, Voetius, I, 102-4. 
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also disadvantaged him personally, and led to the tensions with Bertius who 
had succeeded his father-in-law Kuchlinus as regent in 1609. Because of these 
tensions, Voetius was even suspended for several months from the "States 
College," after which he presumably found lodgings in a private residence 
for the last one-and-a-half years of his studies.?? In spite of this suspension, 
Voetius was nevertheless allowed to hold private lectures on Keckermann's 
Systema majus. His best student was his friend Franco Burgersdijk (1590-1635), 
who later became a renowned professor of philosophy in Leiden.?? In April 1611 
Voetius finally returned to Heusden with a most laudatory testimony signed by 
Gomarus shortly before the latter left Leiden for Middelburg.?? 

This brief overview of Voetius's studies in Leiden alone reveals him as 
the “helluo librorum" (“book devourer") he would be reputed to be. Even in 
the restless circumstances in which he found himself, he was able to lay the 
foundations for his exceptional erudition. During these years, Voetius was 
also enriched in other respects as he formed lasting friendships among oth- 
ers with Johannes Cloppenburch, his "alter ipse" with whom he practised 
speaking Greek over lunch. Voetius also tried his hand at poetry in the classi- 
cal languages, and practised writing letters in Hebrew. He also learned to play 
several musical instruments including the zither, flute, organ, and maybe even 
the gamba.?! 

It was emblematic of his theological orientation that Voetius during these 
years also devoted himself to the reading of devotional works such as Thomas 
à Kempis's (ca. 1380-1471) Imitatio Christi or martyr accounts. He may also 
already during his student years have read Willem Teellinck's (1579-1629) 
translation and preface to an unpublished work of the Puritan theologian 
William Whately (1583-1639) which was entitled Corte Verhandelinghe van de 
voornaemste Christelicke oeffeninghen ("Brief Treatise on the Most Important 
Christian Excercises"; Middelburg, 1609).?? If true, this detail would appear to 
be significant as Voetius in the foreword to Teellinck's De worstelinghe eenes 
bekeerden sondaers (“The Struggle of a Converted Sinner”; Vlissingen, 1631) not 
only described the author as “a second, but Reformed Thomas à Kempis,”33 


28 Duker, Voetius, I, 114, 90-96. 

29 Duker, Voetius, 1, 12. "Systema majus" is probably a reference to the Systema Logicae 
(Hanau, 1600), Keckermann's logical magnum opus which was re-printed several times. 
On Burgersdijk cf. Bos and Krop, Franco Burgersdijk. 

30 Duker, Voetius, I, 122-24. 

31 Duker, Voetius, 1, 11, 77, 79, 108. Cf. ibid., 11, 57, n. 3; 111, 178. 

32  Onthis work, see Op 't Hof, Engelse piëtistische geschriften, 163, 399—402, 500-3, and cf. Op 
't Hof, “Voetius en de gebroeders Willem en Eeuwout Teellinck.” 

33 Op't Hof, “Eenen tweeden Thomas à Kempis.” 
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but also admitted that the Corte Verhandelinghe and its preface had for him- 
self and for countless others *opened the eyes, and moved the heart through 
God's grace.”4 In following Willem op 't Hof, we could interpret these words 
asa reference to the early programme of the Nadere Reformatie (i.e., the Dutch 
"Further Reformation") whose father can be identified as Willem Teellinck. 
Whether or not the reading of the Corte Verhandelinghe resulted in a “deeply 
impacting conversion" in Voetius's "spiritual thought and endeavours,” and 
whether or not he "largely owed his development as the central and most 
influential representative of the Nadere Reformatie to this movement's father," 
still requires further examination — however, this lies beyond the scope of the 
present work.°5 


1.3 Pastor in Vlijmen, Engelen, and Heusden 


131 The Early Years (161-1618) 

Once back in Heusden, Voetius as a young 22-year old theologian sought per- 
mission from the magistrate to make a pilgrimage to visit the most impor- 
tant universities in Germany, Switzerland, France, and England.?6 In those 
days when the international academic community was held together by the 
common Latin language, students regularly embarked on such journeys at 
the completion of their studies. In addition to Latin, Voetius later showed a 
command not only of the oriental and classical languages, but also of German, 
French, English, Spanish, and Italian.’ To his great disappointment, however, 
the magistrates refused to finance this voyage. 

After Voetius had sustained the ecclesiastical examination in the clas- 
sis of Gorinchem, Gomarus's efforts won him his first pastoral charge in 
the nearby villages of Vlijmen and Engelen, and he began his work there on 
25 September 1611.38 Little more than six months later, on 5 May 1612, he mar- 
ried Deliana van Diest (1591-1679) with whom he would have ten children.?? 


34 “dat hy met zijne schriften neffens ontallijcke andere mijne oogen gheopent ende het 
herte door Godes ghenade gheraeckt heeft / omme vele dinghen naerder te verstaen ende 
in bedenckinghe te nemen / daer te voren of niet met allen / of immers seer weynich aen 
ghedacht en werde.’ Cited from Op 't Hof, Engelse piëtistische geschriften, 500. 

35  Op'tHof, “Voetius en de gebroeders Willem en Eeuwout Teellinck,” 102, 108. 

36 Duker, Voetius, 1, 136. 

37 This is attested by Johan van Almeloveen, whose important letter was not taken into 
account by Duker; replicated in: Faber, “Voetius gezien door een tijdgenoot,” 78-81. 

38 Duker, Voetius, I, 140—406. 

39 Cf on Deliana van Diest Broeyer, “Voetius’ echtgenote” and on the “Gens Voetiana" 
Broeyer, “Gisbertus Voetius.” 
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In the midst of the dominantly Catholic population in Vlijmen and Engelen, 
which lay on the very border of the Catholic episcopal city of 's-Hertogenbosch, 
Voetius established a consistory and organized Reformed church life. This was 
more remarkable than it may at first seem to be. Since the Union of Utrecht 
(1579), the Reformed church in the Republic may well have been privileged by 
the state so that public offices were in principle tied to church membership, 
yet it was not a state church in the full sense of the word. In line with the Belgic 
Confession, church discipline was with a view to the Lord's Supper seen as 
a third mark of the church. As could be expected, this inevitably led to ten- 
sions. At the beginning of the seventeenth century, a considerable portion of 
the population did indeed attend church services as "lovers (liefhebbers) of the 
Reformed religion," but did not join the church as communicant members.^? 
It is estimated that between 1590 and 1620 the percentage of actual mem- 
bers lay somewhere between ten and 25 percent; at least as great a part of the 
population remained Catholic, while religious dissidents constituted another 
ten percent.*! As late as 1650, Reformed and Catholics each still formed one 
third of the population, while the Anabaptists represented some ten percent. 
When their co-existence in the Netherlands is compared to other countries, 
it strikes one how these groups lived in remarkable peace with each other in 
daily life.^? The confessionalization thesis which has been maintained in early 
modern historiography thus only partially applies to this situation.*? 

The Remonstrant controversies that shook the Reformed church in the 
Republic continued to grow, and Voetius followed the development of the 
debates from within the pastorate. Through classis Gorinchem he himself was 
involved in the battle as well. Voetius furthermore occupied himself with other 
theological and philosophical questions, learned Aramaic and Arabic, and 
devoted himself to the study of rabbinic commentaries on the Old Testament. 


40 Van Deursen, Bavianen en Slijkgeuzen, esp. 128-30; Van Lieburg, “From Pure Church to 
Pious Culture," 410-11; Beck and Te Velde, “The Synopsis of a Purer Theology,” 9-11. 

41 Duke, “The Ambivalent Face of Calvinism,’ and cf. Knippenberg, De religieuze kaart van 
Nederland, 9-60. 

42 See the fine overview of the different denominations in Frijhoff and Spies, 1650: Hard-Won 
Unity, 349—428; cf. Frijhoff, "Religious Toleration,” 27-52, esp. 35, on “the ecumenicity of 
everyday life (omgangsoecumene).’ 

43 . Thusalso Mörke, “Konfessionalisierung’ als politisch-soziales Strukturprinzip?" However, 
in later works, Mórke expressed himself more cautiously. The confessionalization the- 
sis by Heinz Schilling et al. is also put into perspective by Benedict, Christ's Churches 
Purely Reformed, 430-31; MacCulloch, The Reformation, 325-29. Cf. on this issue more 
generally Greyerz, Kaufmann, and Lehmann, Interkonfessionalitát, and as related to the 
Netherlands, Beck and Te Velde, “The Synopsis of a Purer Theology," 8-13. 
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For sermon preparations he liked to turn to Calvin's Institutes and biblical 
commentaries.*4 

Soon other congregations took notice of the gifted theologian. Voetius 
declined the call extended to him by the nearby church of Sprang, however. 
But when his hometown tried to land him as its pastor, he accepted — even 
though not long before the Reformed church of Rotterdam had also extended 
a call to him. On 19 May 1617 Voetius was thus ordained as pastor to the church 
at Heusden. His Remonstrant colleague Johannes Grevius (ca. 1584-1624) and 
a number of like-minded members of the congregation nevertheless refused 
to accept him, and soon attempted to impede his work. Their efforts failed and 
Grevius was in the end removed from office, a place which was soon filled by 
Voetius's friend Johannes Cloppenburch (1592—1652).*5 


13.2 The Synod of Dort 

In contrast to Heusden, elsewhere in the Dutch Republic the Remonstrants 
grew into the dominant party. Voetius became known for his Counter- 
Remonstrant position and was therefore delegated in 1618 to the Provincial 
Synod of South Holland held in Delft. This body furthermore decided to 
delegate him to the National Synod of Dort (13.11.1618-29.05.1619). This last 
national synod of the United Netherlands had an international significance, in 
part because of the presence of 26 foreign delegates from Scotland, England, 
Germany, and Switzerland; the invited delegates from France had been pre- 
vented from coming by the orders of Louis xi11. At the synod, Voetius met 
renowned scholars such as Johann Heinrich Alsted (1577-1638), Heinrich 
Alting (1583-1644), William Ames (1576-1633) who functioned as advisor to 
the chairman Johannes Bogerman (1576-1637), Ludwig Crocius (1586-1655), 
Rudolph Goclenius (1547-1628), Franciscus Gomarus, Festus Hommius (1576- 
1642), Sibrandus Lubbertus (ca. 1555-1625), Matthias Martinius (1572-1630), 
Jacobus Trigland (1583-1654), and Godefridus Odemans (ca. 1581-1649). The 
delegates also included three of the four later authors of the Synopsis purioris 
theologiae (Leiden, 1625): Johannes Polyander (1568-1546), Antonius Thysius 
(1565-1640), and Antonius Walaeus (1573-1639). This synod not only con- 
demned the Remonstrants now under the leadership of Voetius's earlier 
friend Simon Episcopius with its five “canons, it also commissioned that 


44 Duker, Voetius, 1, 157-73. 
45 Duker, Voetius, 1, 155-56, 174-259; Hamoen, Het begin van de Reformatie, 31-32. 
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Bible translation which became known as the "Statenvertaling promoted 
Catechism instruction, and effected a thorough revision of the church order.^$ 

As one of the synod's youngest participants who would outlive all other 
delegates, Voetius still played a rather modest role in the proceedings.^? His 
Diarium synodicum has, unfortunately, been lost; only extracts from it have 
come down to us in the preface his later student Matthias Nethenus (1618- 
1668) wrote for his posthumous edition of Ames's Opera omnia (Amsterdam, 
1658).48 These excerpts contain an account of the controversy between 
Lubbertus and his controversial Polish colleague at Franeker, Johannes 
Maccovius (1588—1644).^? At the synod Voetius expressed himself positively 
regarding Maccovius's scholastic phrases, and announced that Ames was ready 
to present a defence of Maccovius. The synod refused to hear it, and instead 
referred the matter to a commission according to whose iudicium the synod in 
the 152nd session admonished Maccovius while nevertheless stopping short of 
condemning him.59 

Voetius's contribution to a missiological problem was more significant. In 
regard to the question whether the children born in the pagan territories of 
the Dutch East India Company and adopted by Christian parents should be 
baptized, Voetius set out the position of the delegation from South Holland.” 
He argued that such adopted children should be baptized only after having 
completed catechism instruction and made a public profession of their faith.52 
The synod largely followed this report. 


46 Cf. on this synod Verboom, De belijdenis van een gebroken kerk; Milton, The British 
Delegation; Goudriaan and Van Lieburg, Revisiting the Synod of Dort (1618-1619); Sinnema, 
Moser, and Selderhuis, Acta of the Synod of Dordt. Cf. concerning the complex political sit- 
uation Israel, Dutch Republic, 421—77; Selderhuis, "Introduction"; Van Lieburg, Synodestad. 

47 He was not the youngest participant; contra de Groot, “Gijsbert Voetius,” 150; Mühling, 
“Voetius, Gisbert” 181; Mühling, "Zwischen Puritanismus, Orthodoxie und frühem 
Pietismus,” 245; De Niet, “Voetius, Gisbertus,” 469b. Caspar Sibelius (born 9 June 1590) and 
Adriaan Hoffer (born 24 May1589) were younger. Cf. on the participants Van Lieburg, "The 
Participants at the Synod of Dordt,” esp. xvcrr (Voetius), xc1x-c (Sibelius), xcv (Hoffer). 

48 These fragments are found in Nethenus' praefatio introductoria for Ames, Opera quae 
Latine scripsit, 5 vols., Amsterdam, 1658. Furthermore, several inscriptions from Voetius in 
alba amicorum of participants at the synod have been preserved; see De Niet, "Gaarne en 
met reden." 

49 See Kuyper jr, Johannes Maccovius; Van der Woude, Sibrandus Lubbertus, 328—70. Cf. also 
Mahlmann, “Maccovius”; Van Asselt, ‘Johannes Maccovius”; Van Asselt, "The Theologian's 
Tool Kit”; Van Asselt, “On the Maccovius Affair”; Van Asselt et al., Scholastic Discourse. 

50 Van der Woude, Sibrandus Lubbertus, 358-59. 

51 Van Andel, De zendingsleer, 15-16, 175-78; Jongeneel, "Voetius' zendingstheologie, 17-18. 

52 Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica, pars 1, lib. 11, tract. I1, sect. 111, cap. 11, 658-60; SD 11, 617-38. 
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After the synod, Voetius played a role in implementing its decisions. At the 
provincial synod held in Leiden in 1619, he stood over against Bertius, Burlaeus, 
Grevius, and others who were faced with the choice of either acquiescing to a 
preaching prohibition or else leaving the country? Also at the synod of Brielle 
(1623) Voetius defended the decisions made at Dort.5^ 


13.3 Early Writings 
Several years later, Voetius himself came to be suspected of heterodox view 
because of his sympathy for the attempts of his Zeeland colleagues Godefridus 
Udemans, Willem Teellinck, and Johannes Spiljardus (1593-1658) to enforce a 
strict Sabbath observance. Voetius will no doubt have remembered the sur- 
prise the British and Scottish delegates to the Synod of Dort expressed at 
the lax observance of the Sabbath in the Republic. Concretely, the issue sur- 
rounded W. Teellinck's contested views of Puritan origin. Thus, Voetius's own 
classis of Gorinchem submitted an appeal to the Provincial Synod of South 
Holland held in Rotterdam (1621). Five years later the provincial synod met in 
IJsselstein, where it rejected a strict Sabbath observance; the brothers Willem 
and Eeuwout Teellinck likewise found themselves threatened with condem- 
nation. Voetius felt himself to be attacked as well, and so he presented himself 
before synod together with W. Teellinck and Spiljardus in order to counter pos- 
sible misunderstandings. Voetius was able to convince the synod that all suspi- 
cions surrounding his teaching were unfounded, and at the end the two others 
no longer faced accusations, either. In this respect the Teellinck-specialist Op 
't Hof is correct to identify this as the "first non-literary indication that the 
Nadere Reformatie formed a national movement.” 

It was also in connection with the first phase of this so-called “Sabbath 
controversy" that Voetius's first independent work appeared under the title 
Lachrymae crocodili abstersae ("Cleansed Crocodile Tears"; [Utrecht], 1627).56 


53 Duker, Voetius, I, 291-94. 

54 Duker, Voetius, 1, 300-301. 

55 Op 't Hof, “Voetius en de gebroeders Willem en Eeuwout Teellinck,” 99; cf. Graafland, Op't 
Hof, Van Lieburg, “Nadere Reformatie,” 153—55, and in general Op 't Hof, “Willem Teellinck 
and Gisbertus Voetius” Cf. on the beginning phase of the so-called Sabbath controversy 
in general Visser, De Geschiedenis van den Sabbatsstrijd, 72-114; Carmichael, A Continental 
View, 73-92. 

56 Voetius, Lachrymae crocodili abstersae. Cf. on this anonymous writing, which is gener- 
ally attributed to Voetius, Duker, Voetius, 1, 378-80, and Visser, De Geschiedenis van den 
Sabbatsstrijd, 81-88. Copies of this rare work are not only found in London and Munich 
(thus Visser), but — among others — also in Cambridge, Paris (Bibliothèque nationale de 
France) and Jena. A scan of the copy held by the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek has been 
made available online (http://daten.digitale-sammlungen.de/-db/bsboooo2538/images). 
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This polemical work, which Voetius consciously wrote in Latin in order to keep 
it restricted to the scholarly community, was meant as a response to Jacobus 
Burs' Threnos ofte Weeclaghe, aanwijzende de oorzaken des jammerlyken stands 
van 't Land ("Complaint or Lament, Indicating the Cause of the Miserable 
State of the Country"; Tholen, 1627). Burs, the son of one of W. Teellinck's col- 
leagues in Middelburg, appears to have written this work against Teellinck's 
De rust-tydt ofte Tractaet Van d'onderhoudinge des Christelijcken Rustdachs, die- 
men ghemeynlijck den Sondach noemt ("The Time of Rest, or Treatise on the 
Observance of the Christian Day of Rest, Which Is Usually Called the Sunday"; 
Rotterdam, 1622).5" In attacking Burs, Voetius was defending Teellinck. With his 
work, he attempted to show that a strict Sabbath observance had a legitimate 
place within Reformed Protestantism, and that it does not necessarily lead to 
excesses. Voetius also expressed his displeasure at the fact that according to 
Burs, the fourth commandment does compel us as a commandment (quoad 
genus), but that it for the rest is ceremonial rather than moral. According to 
Voetius, in this way the lasting validity of the fourth commandment will in the 
end also be done away with, since also the ceremonial laws which are not bind- 
ing on Christians compel us quoad genus.?® Altogether, Voetius's efforts already 
stand in the context of the high value he placed on the “practice of piety,” for 
which he eagerly appealed to Reformers such as Calvin and Luther.59 
Voetius's second independent work has the title Proeve van de Cracht der 
Godtsalicheyt (“Test of the Power of Piety”; Amsterdam, 1628).9? As the subti- 
tle®! indicates, this 242-page®? book was a response to De leere der synoden van 
Dordrecht ende Alez ghestelt op de proeve van de practijcque, ofte gebruyck ("The 
Doctrine of the Synods of Dordrecht and Alés, Put to the Test of Practice or 


57 Op’t Hof, “Voetius en de gebroeders Willem en Eeuwout Teellinck.” 

58 Voetius, Lachrymae crocodili abstersae, 42-43. Voetius did not allow Burs to impose on 
him the axiom "Quidquid in scriptura tantum historice refertur esse institutum aut prae- 
scriptum, non vero sub forma praecepti proponitur directe, illud nos non obligat ut prae- 
ceptum" (ibid., 42). 

59  Op’t Hof, “Voetius’ evaluatie van de Reformatie,’ 215-18. 

60 X Voetius, Proeve van de Cracht der Godtsalicheyt. This is a facsimile reproduction. Cf. on the 
Proeve De Reuver, “Inleiding tot Voetius’ Proeve”; Graafland, Van Calvijn tot Barth, 223-31; 
Exalto, “Genadeleer en heilsweg,’ 158-60, 205-6. 

61 The subtitle reads: Met Goet ende Christelick bescheyt op seker Laster-schrift / hier nef- 
fens gaende / by den Remonstranten hier te Lande int Nederduytsch gestroyt onder desen 
Titul: De Leere der Synoden van Dordrecht ende Alez, ghestelt op de Proeve van de Practijcke 
ofte ghebruyck, etc. Door den Vermaerden Daniel Tilenus / etc. Tot verdedinge van de 
Leere der Waerheyt / ende ontdeckinge van de Kracht der Godtsalicheydt aende ontruste 
Conscientien ingestelt. 

62 Without preface, table of contents, and appendix. 
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Use"; Paris, 1623), written by Daniel Tilenus (1563-1633) and brought to press by 
the well-known Remonstrant Johannes Uytenbogaert (1557-1644). Tilenus, 
formerly a Counter-Remonstrant and later a Catholic theologian, attempted 
to illustrate to Voetius's great chagrin®* that Dort's doctrine of predestination 
impeded the repentance of unbelievers, hindered the return of fallen believ- 
ers, and stood in the way of comfort for the afflicted.° Tilenus furthermore 
charged that, according to Dort's doctrine of perseverance, the elect can extend 
their life without end as long as they make sure that they continue to sin. For, 
they can after all only die after they have stopped sinning.96 

On the repeated urging of different friends, Voetius saw himself forced 
volens nolente animo to respond to Tilenuss pamphlet, likewise in the 
vernacular.®” His response was not devoid of polemics, yet also constituted an 
impressive display of scholarship in which Voetius not only cited Augustine 
some eighty times,6® but also appealed 22 times to Calvin and 37 times to 
Luther.8? On nearly every page one finds citations from Reformed, Lutheran, 
or Catholic theologians, and even Arminius is on more than occasion cited 
against Tilenus."? It is furthermore interesting to note that Voetius emphasizes 
together with Luther that man should not be judged according to his words, 
but rather according to his affections and works.” Accordingly, Voetius deter- 
mined that, in spite of the complaints of Eeuwout Teellinck to the contrary, 
there are godly and pious Remonstrants.7? All the same, Voetius charged that it 
is the Remonstrant doctrine which is useless for the practice of piety,” while 
the teaching of the five articles of Dort gives comfort founded on an unwaver- 
ing divine grace and spurs believers on to sanctification and thankfulness, that 


63 _ Tilenus, De leere der synoden van Dordrecht ende Alez. 

64 Voetius, Proeve van de Cracht der Godtsalicheyt, *3v, 242. 

65  Tilenus’s pamphlet is reproduced integrally in Voetius, Proeve van de Cracht der 
Godtsalicheyt, 243-60. Cf. on the occasion of the Proeve also De Reuver, “Inleiding tot 
Voetius’ Proeve,’ esp. 12-15. 

66 De Reuver, “Inleiding tot Voetius’ Proeve,’ 14. 

67 Voetius, Proeve van de Cracht der Godtsalicheyt, *3v—* 4v. 

68 Van Oort, “De jonge Voetius en Augustinus,’ 182-83. 

69  Op’t Hof, “Voetius’ evaluatie van de Reformatie,’ 218-22. 

70 Voetius, Proeve van de Cracht der Godtsalicheyt, 56, 60, 86-87, 119, 125, 142, 160, 207, 211 (on 
Arminius). 

71 Voetius, Proeve van de Cracht der Godtsalicheyt, 191 (Quote from wa 18, 644). 

72 Voetius, Proeve van de Cracht der Godtsalicheyt, 191. As Op 't Hof, “Graafland als dogmen- 
historicus,’ 64-65, demonstrated, Voetius cites E. Teellinck correctly and there is no rea- 
son to establish (esp. with Graafland) a disagreement between Voetius and the brothers 
Teellinck here (contra Graafland, Van Calvijn tot Barth, 219, 221). 

73 Voetius, Proeve van de Cracht der Godtsalicheyt, 187—96. 
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is, to love for God and neighbour.”* To emphasize this, Voetius added to this 
work a Meditatie van de Ware Practijcke der Godtsalicheydt of der goeder werken 
("Meditation of the True Practice of Piety or of Good Works"), whose contents 
are entirely in line with the Proeve but then in the form of a doctrinal sermon 
on James 2:12.75 As Johann Anselm Steiger put it so well, Voetius attempted 
"to demonstrate the poimenic value of the doctrine of double predestination 
established at the Synod of Dort but questioned by the Arminians, and pas- 
torally to recommend a life of moderation — in the sense of the "Precisheyt" 
Voetius promoted - by striving for sanctification."/6 


13.4 The Controversies with Jansenius 

After a twelve-year armistice with Spain, the war for the independence of 
the Netherlands broke out again in 1621 in the context of the Thirty Years' 
War.” Seven years later Frederick Henry's troops stood before the towers of 
's-Hertogenbosch, financed by the capture of the Spanish "Silver Fleet" In 
this situation, the Provincial Synod of South Holland on 7 August 1629 sent 
Voetius as army chaplain to the “Rome of the Netherlands,’ which capitulated 
on 17 September? Together with three other Reformed pastors, including 
Godefridus Udemans, Voetius was commissioned to further the cause of the 
Reformation in Roma Belgica.”® In this context he became involved in a long 
debate with the renowned scholar Cornelius Jansenius (1586-1638), professor 
regius at Leuven.®° 


74 Voetius, Proeve van de Cracht der Godtsalicheyt, 196-242. 

75 Voetius, Meditatie van de Ware Practijcke der Godtsalicheydt. Cf. Brienen, De prediking van 
de Nadere Reformatie, 104-6; Brienen, “Voetius en Hoornbeeck,” 50-51. Brienen charac- 
terizes this sermon somehow boldly as "Voetius' vroege program van Nadere Reformatie” 
(50). On the “Nadere Rerformatie,” see below, ch. 4.4. 

76 Steiger, “Seelsorge I. Kirchengeschichtlich,” 18-19. It might be misleading, however, to 
ascribe a "doctrine of double predestination" to the Synod of Dort, since it did not teach 
a strict parallelism between the ideas of election and reprobation; see Beck, “Reformed 
Confessions," 30-35. 

77  Onthearmistice, cf. Israel, Dutch Republic, 399-420. 

78 Cf. Israel, Dutch Republic, 531216. 

79 Duker, Voetius, 1, 306-21: “dat … de Paepse affgoederije geen plaetse hielde" (310). 

80 On this debate, see Duker, Voetius, I, 306-48; 11, 71-79, Polman, “Jansenius als polemist,” 
and especially Lamberigts, “Voetius versus Jansenius,’ on which my account of the debate 
is based. Cf. on Voetius’s relationship with Roman-Catholicism more generally, Duker, “De 
calvinist Voetius”; De Niet, “Voetius en het katholicisme.” As regards the doctrine of grace, 
Voetius and Jansenius as well as the school of Port-Royal were comparatively close despite 
Blaise Pascal's opinion to the contrary; cf. on this Bom, “Et les calvinistes différent horri- 
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blement de nous.” Cf. on Jansemism also Burkard and Tanner, Der Jansenismus, especially 
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The point of departure for the debate was a manifest composed by 
four Reformed pastors in which they invited the clergy still residing in 
's-Hertogenbosch who “consciously hindered” the Reformation to a public dis- 
pute. It would be debated on the basis of the Bible in what measure the reform 
activities of the Protestant pastors, who were concerned for the “old apostolic, 
catholic, and Christian faith,” were ecclesiologically legitimate.*! This manifest 
finally made its way to Jansenius himself. Together with Willem van Engelen 
(1583-1649), Jansenius in a written response confessed his own adherence 
to the “old apostolic, catholic, and Christian faith" as well, and formulated 
a number of conditions under which he would participate in a dispute. To 
this response he added a work of his own entitled Alexipharmacum civibus 
Sylvaeducensibus propinatum ("Antidote Offered to the Citizens of Den Bosch"; 
Leuven, 1630), which was meant to encourage the predominantly Catholic pop- 
ulation of 's-Hertogenbosch.?? Jansenius accused the four Reformed pastors of 
obstructing the pacífica successio Catholicae doctrinae ("Pacifying Succession 
of Catholic Doctrine"). The pastors responded in turn on 24 June 1630 with 
a Naerder Openinghe Vande Manifeste ("Further Opening of the Manifest") in 
which they complained that the people did not know the faith of *our and your 
forefathers"; the pastors claimed that they themselves had the true Catholic 
faith, because they were faithful both to Scripture and to the apostolic faith 
of the early church. They furthermore argued that, in regard to the proposed 
dispute, it was up to the opposing party to suggest an alternative place if they 
did not want to hold it in ’s-Hertogenbosch.83 

The dispute never did actually take place. Instead, the debates, which at 
the beginning of the second phase took the shape of an exchange of lengthy 
theological works between Voetius and Jansenius, became more and more 
interesting in terms of their contents. Voetius in his Philonium Romanum 
correctum, hoc est, notae et castigationes ("Corrected Roman Philonium, that 
is, Notes and Reprimands"; Dordrecht, 1630) explicitly attacked Jansenius's 
Alexipharmacum, which he printed in full.8* In the process he attempted to 
turn the question of historical succession within the Roman Catholic Church 
to the question of the compatibility of typically Roman Catholic doctrines 


the contributions by Francois, “Efficacious Grace,” and Stanciu, “Haereticorum patriar- 
chae philosophi." 

81 “Het out Apostolisch, Catholyck en Christelyck geloove”; Lamberigts, “Voetius versus 
Jansenius,” 149, and Duker, Voetius, 1, 333-35. 

82 Jansenius, Alexipharmacum civibus Sylvaeducensibus propinatum. 

83 Lamberigts, “Voetius versus Jansenius,” 153-56; Duker, Voetius, I, 339-41. 

84 Lamberigts, “Voetius versus Jansenius,” 149. Without the Alexipharmacum this work com- 
prises 104 unpaginated pages. 
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(e.g, the papacy, indulgences, and Mariology) with Scripture. The church is 
Christian and apostolic insofar as it heeds the words of Christ, and this implies 
that the actual criterion is not the historical successio cathedrae ("succession 
of the episcopal chair") but the successio ex consanguinitate doctrinae apos- 
tolicae ("succession by kinship with apostolic doctrine"). Voetius finally also 
argued that definitive historical proof of the ordinatio et successio pontificum 
(“papal ordination and succession") is highly problematic from the perspective 
of sources.85 

Several months later Jansenius's detailed response appeared: Notarum spon- 
gia (“Sponge to Wipe Out the Notes"; Leuven, 1631).86 While Voetius proved 
in his Philonium Romanum correctum that he had an excellent knowledge 
of Catholic authors, Jansenius here showed himself to be similarly familiar 
with Reformed writers. He argued that the Protestants have neither a missio 
extraordinaria nor a legitimate missio ordinaria, since they lack the successio 
cathedrae. A successio doctrinae cannot be derived from the veritas doctrinae, 
Jansenius argued. Rather, it is the successio cathedrae which guarantees the 
purity of doctrine and the successio doctrinae. The successio doctrinae is fur- 
thermore a historically verifiable datum which can only be established with 
historical evidence. As result, the Catholic theologian noted, the evidence 
which Voetius offers from Scripture is really impertinent in this question.$7 

The debates between Voetius and Jansenius ended with the former's lengthy 
Desperata causa papatus, which he finished in 1633 but only managed to have 
published in 1635 in Amsterdam with the support of Andreas Rivetus (1572- 
1651).88 Voetius here deplores the fact that Jansenius shifted the argument from 
the theological question of doctrine to the historical question of the successio. 
Of course, he adds, he also does not avoid the historical question. For, in as 
far as the missio ordinaria came from God himself through Christ, the Head 
of the Church, it is inalienable. As result, the church cannot deny the ordina- 
tion of the early Reformers. Furthermore, not the democratically-structured 
Catholic Church but rather the papacy excommunicated the Reformers, which 
excommunication is from an ecclesiological perspective null and void. The 
Reformation should rather be concerned with care for mores and doctrina, 
which is a part of the missio ordinaria. Yet even then the Reformed position 
does not depend on a special missio connected to the successio cathedrae, 


85 Lamberigts, “Voetius versus Jansenius,” 156-60; Duker, Voetius, I, 341-44. 

86 Jansenius, Notarum spongia. This work itself comprises 510 pages. In the same volume, 
the Alexipharmacum is also reprinted. Both works were published multiple times. 

87 Lamberigts, “Voetius versus Jansenius,” 160-63; Duker, Voetius, 11, 71-79. 

88 Voetius, Desperata causa papatus. This work in total comprises far more than 800 pages. 
The index lists more than a thousand names. 
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since that missio also arises from the vocatio. What is more, the question of 
the successio cathedrae is meaningless when there is no true teaching (i.e., the 
successio doctrinae), for which Scripture is in turn normative. Only there where 
the faith of the apostles is proclaimed does the apostolic church manifest itself. 
In the papacy, however, the teaching has been corrupted. The churches of the 
Reformation may therefore have left the papacy, but they have not left either 
Christ or the Church.9? 

Although Voetius and the great Augustine scholar Jansenius would fully 
have agreed with each other on the doctrine of grace, their respective point 
of departure in the ecclesiological debates varied so greatly that no consensus 
could be achieved. Ironically, Jansenius's magnum opus, the Augustinus (pub- 
lished posthumously, Leuven, 1640), was banned by Pope Urban v111.90 


13.5  TheFinalYears in Heusden (1630-1634) 
Through his great efforts in church, the pastorate, and academia, Voetius 
gained quite a reputation for himself during his years in Heusden. Although 
he received calls from a number of sizeable churches including Rotterdam 
(multiple times, the last in 1621), Dordrecht (1626), The Hague (1626), Haarlem 
(1628), and finally 's-Hertogenbosch (1630), he stayed true to his hometown 
church. The people there also valued him highly.?! With great diligence Voetius 
together with Cloppenburch preached eight sermons per week, organized 
catechism- and Bible-studies, and also administered pastoral care.?? Even dur- 
ing the plague in 1624-1625, which also struck his wife and cost his youngest 
son his life, he offered help to the members of his church who were struck by 
it and gave them comfort.°3 

What remains even more remarkable is the fact that, in addition to his pas- 
toral work and literary output, Voetius still found time to give private instruc- 
tion in the theological disciplines, in ancient philology, rhetoric, poetry, music 
and mathematics, logic, physics, and metaphysics, as well as in the oriental 
languages of Hebrew, Syriac, and Chaldean. At the same time, he continued his 


89 Lamberigts, “Voetius versus Jansenius,” 163-67; Duker, Voetius, I, 345-48. 

90 X After a long controversy, five principles derived from Jansenius's Augustinus were finally 
condemned; cf. DH (= DS) 2001-7 and DH (= DS) 2010-12, 2020. 

91 Duker, Voetius, 1, 366—72. 

92 Duker, Voetius, I, 353-58. 

93 Duker, Voetius, 1, 362-63. Cf. the testimony of a contemporary: “Want wat syne 
Achtbaerheijt tot Heusden geweest is kan ick niet seggen als dat ick int generael synen 
loff over al daer van gehoort hebbe. Gelyck oock dit int bysonder dat in tyde van peste hij 
voors. een algemeyn vader, huysbesorger ende vertrooster was van alle arme die met de 
peste besocht waeren tot verwondering van een ygelyck over syne heylige couragie, liefde 
ende sorge.” (Faber, “Voetius gezien door een tijdgenoot,” 78). 
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indefatigable study of theological, philosophical, and historiographical works 
from various eras and confessions.?* 

In the middle of March 1634, Voetius received a letter from the Dort doctor 
Johan van Beverwijck (1576-1647) requesting him to take part in a scholarly 
discussion on the question as to whether a person could in principle (i.e, also 
with help from the medical profession) delay the end of his life as determined 
by God. Van Beverwijck had already received a number of responses to this 
question since 1632, and in the course of the years a total of 24 scholars from 
the Dutch Republic, France, and Italy would participate, stretching to include 
Counter-Remonstrants such as Andreas Rivetus, Anna Maria van Schurman 
(1607-1678), and her brother Johan Godschalk van Schurman (1605-1664), 
Remonstrants including Caspar Barlaeus and Simon Episcopius, Catholic 
scholars such as Marinus Mersenne (1588-1648), and even the Jewish scholar 
Manesseh ben Israel (1604-1657). Between 1634 and 1639 the project grew into 
a three-volume work entitled Epistolica quaestio de vitae termino, fatali, an 
mobili? which went through multiple editions.95 

Within three months, Voetius was able to formulate his response in a work 
numbering more than 130 pages that he sent to van Beverwijck.?® Here he 
extensively argued that, although the end of a person's life is indeed strictly 
implied by God's eternal counsel and is thus unchangeable de necessitate 
consequentiae, it is not absolutely necessary (de necessitate consequentis) and 
is thus as such “mutabile aut vertibile”97 As M. J. van Lieburg has correctly 
shown, “no trace of any kind of fatalism" can be found in Voetius; the effective- 
ness of medicinal means is not limited by God's providence.?? In the course 
of his response, Voetius also gives important expositions on the doctrines of 
God and the decrees, and on human free choice, which will be more carefully 
examined later on.?? 


94 Duker, Voetius, 1, 373-78. 

95 Final edition: 1651. Cf. Duker, Voetius, 1, 388-92; Van Lieburg, “Voetius en de geneeskunde,” 
173-74; Nellen, “De Vitae Termino." 

96 Printed for the first time in Van Beverwijck, Epistolica quaestio de vitae termino, fatali, an 
mobili?, 234-369, and later also in sp 5 as addendum with separate pagination. Here, I will 
use the latter edition, abbreviated as DTV. 

97 DTV, 12-14. It concerns an ontic mutability, which exists in itself and is not dependent 
on the perspective from which it is approached; contra Van Lieburg, “Voetius en de 
geneeskunde,” 173-74; Graafland, “Voetius als gereformeerd theoloog," 25-26. Cf. Beck 
and Vos, “Conceptual Patterns Related to Reformed Scholasticism”; Beck, “Rezeption 
Melanchthons,” 341-42, and see below, ch. 8.3.9 and ch. 9.3. 

98 Van Lieburg, “Voetius en de geneeskunde,’ 174. 

99  Cfbelow, esp. ch. 9.5 and ch. 12. 
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In June 1634 Voetius received a call as professor of theology and oriental 
languages to the gymnasium illustre to be established in Utrecht. Voetius 
accepted this call which Andreas Rivetus had endeavoured to obtain for 
him. On 20 August 1634 Voetius held his farewell sermon in Heusden on 
Philippians 1:27, warning his congregation against lukewarmness and urg- 
ing them to follow Christ zealously and to strive for a life of "precision." The 
Remonstrants were to be surpassed in godliness and piety, so as to show that it 
was in fact the Counter-Remonstrant doctrine which was conducive to piety.!©° 


14 Professor and Pastor in Utrecht 


1441 Inaugural Lecture, Anniversary Sermon, and Lectures 

The day after his farewell sermon, Voetius on 21 August 1634 laid out his educa- 
tional ideal in his well-known programmatic inaugural lecture. Its title is pro- 
verbial: De pietate cum scientia conjungenda.?! This title is, to be sure, not to 
be understood as if science is to be joined with piety, but on the contrary one 
must begin with the somewhat Puritan notion of piety: Just as piety was to be 
joined with the daily life of his church's members in Heusden, so all the more 
piety should be joined with science.!° It is for this reason not surprising that 
the lecture offers no systematic treatment of the relationship between pietas 
and scientia.!0® Rather, with a display of the best Renaissance rhetoric had to 
offer, Voetius with Bible verses and quotations from ancient poets urged stu- 
dents and professors to place their scholarly work in the service of God: 


Remember that neither Apollo, nor Pallas, nor any other facades from 
mythological theology, but the wisdom of God himself, the Son of God, 
the sun of righteousness, presides over this gymnasium illustre, these 
studies, these exercises, that God carries in his hand all scholarship, all 


ioo Voetius, Afscheydt predicatie, esp. 44—45: "De lasteringhen, daer mede onse leere ver- 
daght ghemaeckt ende beswaert werdt, komen alle hier op uyt, datse onnut is tot de 
Godtsaligheydt. Hoe konnen wy dese quade consequentien beter afhouwen, dan dat 
wy met der daedt haer in Godtsaligheydt ende vromigheydt soecken te overtreffen ende 
voor te lichten, alsoo levendigh vertoonende dat sulcken leere ons, diese in onse herten 
besloten hebben tot de Godtsaligheydt seer vorderlijck is." Voetius also cautioned against 
the Pharisaism of neutral Calvinists with *mom-aengesichten en bullebacken van godt- 
vreesentheyt" (Duker, Voetius, 1, 351; cf. 1, 352 and 394-95). 

101 Voetius, “Inaugurele rede." It remains a mystery how Voetius could give his inaugural lec- 
ture in Utrecht only one day after his farewell sermon in Heusden. 

102 De Groot, “Inleiding,” 9-27, 18. 

103 Cf. on this Beck, "De verhouding van geloof en wetenschap.” 
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intellectual culture, and that he will most richly reward those students 
whose desire for God was the greatest.!04 


Voetius's praise of scholarship came out more clearly yet two years later on 
the occasion of the Utrecht gymnasium illustre's promotion to a full university. 
On 13 March 1636 he held his Sermoen over de nutticheydt der academien ende 
scholen ("Sermon on the Use of Academies and Schools") as an anniversary 
sermon on Luke 2:46 in Utrecht's Dom church before the assembled congre- 
gation. Significantly, the accent here was not so much as it had been two years 
earlier for his academic audience on pietas which is to accompany scholarship, 
but conversely on the great use of higher education and of each of the various 
academic disciplines. It thus became clear how closely Voetius linked faith and 
science, theology and philosophy, even church and university, while neverthe- 
less maintaining their distinct nature.105 

Several months later, on 13 August, Voetius finally became a “doctor the- 
ologiae" in Groningen under Gomarus, after which he together with his son 
Paulus, later professor of metaphysics at the University of Utrecht, made an 
academic peregrinatio to England.!96 There Voetius visited not only universi- 
ties and libraries, but he also looked up a number of Puritan theologians whose 
writings had impacted him.107 


104 Voetius, “Inaugurele rede,’ 72: “Cogitate non Apollinem, non Pallad, non alia theologiae 
mythologicae simulacra, sed ipsam Dei sapientiam, Dei Filium, Iustitiae Solem, huic 
Illustri Gymnasio, hic studiis, his exercitationibus nostris praesidere, ipsum omnem 
scientiam, omnem animi culturam in manibus suis gestare, largiturum studiosis illis 
ampliora praemia, quorum circa se desideria fuerint maiora." In 1636 at the latest "Sol 
iustitiae illustra nos" (Mal. 4:2) became the motto of Utrecht University. Until the present 
day, this dictum — together with the shining sun — is incorporated into the University's 
emblem. cf. Van den Broek, Hy leeret ende beschuttet. On Voetius's familiarity with belles 
lettres, cf. De Niet, “Voetius en de literatuur.” 

105 Voetius, Sermoen van de nutticheydt der academien ende scholen. The appendix includes 
Een lijste van alle academien, ende de meest-vermaerde illustre scholen in het Christenrijck. 
Cf. on the Sermoen De Niet, "Tot behoudinghe van de kercke ende politije." On Voetius's 
concept of science and his reception of Melanchthon, cf. Beck, "Melanchthonian 
Thought," esp. 112-15. 

106 Duker, Voetius, 11, 232-33, cf. appendix Lxxv (excerpt from minutes of the Groningen 
senate). The senate's minutes show that Voetius obtained his doctorate according to 
an exceptional regulation without the usual exam and public disputation. Steenblok, 
Gisbertus Voetius, 31, wrongly characterizes Voetius' Dissertatio epistolica de termino vitae 
as a doctoral thesis (“proefschrift”). In the seventeenth century, the designation “disser- 
tatio" was used for various sorts of treatises, while the terminus technicus for a doctoral 
thesis was "dissertatio pro gradu." 

107 On the influence of English Puritans on Voetius, see Milton, “Puritanism, 16-19. 
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In Utrecht Voetius's inaugural lecture of 1634 signalled the beginning of an 
intense period of work which lasted for 42 years. It was thus in more than one 
way that Voetius counted as the primarius theologiae professor, and he helped 
the recently established university achieve great renown. During four different 
stints he served as rector to the university which not without cause came to be 
referred to as the academia voetiana.!08 

In 1665 Voetius looked back on his call to Utrecht as an "inexspectata et 
subita ad scholasticam functionem vocatio" (“unexpected and sudden call- 
ing to the scholastic position"). He took his vocation very seriously, and so he 
dedicated his work especially to scholastic — that is, academic — theology and 
focused in particular on the field of orthodox doctrine, the practice of piety, 
and the order of church life.!0? 

Voetius's educational activities covered all three of these fields. Already in 
his first year as professor in Utrecht he gave eight public lectures: four hours 
of exegesis and exercises in the Psalms and other Old Testament writings, 
two hours of exegesis on Romans, and two hours of dogmatics (loci com- 
munes), ethics, and church polity.!? For the dogmatic lectures he used estab- 
lished textbooks such as the Leiden Synopsis purioris theologiae (1625), the 
Theses theologicae (ca. 1599-1611) of Gomarus, the Collegium disputationum 
(= Collegia theologica, 1641) of Maccovius, the Medulla theologica (1623) and 
Casus conscientiae (= De conscientis et ejus jure vel casibus, 1630) of Ames, the 
Explicationes catecheticae (1598) of Ursinus in the edition prepared by David 
Pareus (1584-1622), and the Mellificium catecheticum (1640) of Henricus van 
Diest (1595-1673). For advanced students he furthermore made use of Calvin's 
Institutes (1559), the Summa theologiae (1265-1273) of Thomas Aquinas, and 
the Manuele controversiarum huius temporis (1623) of the Jesuit Martinus 
Becanus (1563-1624).1! 


108 On Voetius's work at Utrecht University, cf. Duker, Voetius, 111, 1-102; Cramer, De 
Theologische Faculteit te Utrecht; Kernkamp, De Utrechtse Universiteit, 1; Van Asselt, 
"Gisbertus Voetius, gereformeerd scholasticus"; Van Asselt, "Gisbertus Voetius, professor 
en predikant te Utrecht.” Voetius was rector at Utrecht University from 1641-1645, 1660- 
1661, 1671-1672, and 1675-1676. Yet he was not its first rector, which honour belongs to the 
jurist Bernardus Schotanus (1635-1641); contra Nauta, “Voetius,” 445; Beeke, “Gisbertus 
Voetius,” 14; De Niet, “Voetius, Gisbertus,” 470b. 

109 Voetius, Diatriba de coelo beatorum, dedicatio for Johannes Slatius; cf. De Niet, “Vroomheid 
of theologen-dolheid?" Cf. below, ch. 4.2. 

110 See Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica, tom. 1, pars 1, praefatio, and cf. Duker, Voetius, 11, 6-8; 
Van Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding,” 12-14. 

111 SD1,*3r—4r; 111, 8; and cf. Van Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding,” 13. See for the Leiden Synopsis 
the new annotated translation and edition (in 3 vols.) by Te Velde et al., Synopsis purioris 
theologiae. 
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Voetius complemented these public lectures with private lectures in which 
he tackled introductory Bible questions, as well as themes in ethics and church 
polity. Once they had advanced in their studies, Voetius as an experienced 
preacher gave his students the opportunity to take part in private homiletical 
and catechetical exercises (privatissima). It is generally acknowledged, how- 
ever, that the weekday public and private lectures and exercises were super- 
seded in importance by the Saturday disputations. These disputations were 
a great draw not only among students, but also among fellow professors, pas- 
tors, and proponentes.!? Even the highly gifted Anna Maria van Schurman, as 
the first female student of the Republic, regularly attended the disputations 
with special permission from her fatherly mentor.!? In these disputations, a 
student (respondens) defended a series of theses which was usually authored 
by the presiding professor (praeses) or, on occasion, by the student himself 
under the supervision of the praeses, and then printed. The defence was 
often a dynamic event, since all who were present could propose objections. 
While in the Middle Ages the proceedings were strictly ordered according to 
the “quaestio”-method as is also evident in the written records, at the post- 
Reformation universities it was usually only the theses themselves which were 
published as, for example, in the Leiden Synopsis. Voetius to some measure 
returned to the old *quaestio"-method, however, for he later republished a 
great number of remarkably detailed disputations in revised form.!!^ Most of 
his works, including the three most important ones, derive from such disputa- 
tions. Altogether, Voetius's disputations treated the relevant questions of his 
day in all theological disciplines and thus constitute a good example of con- 
textual theology." 


14.2 Renewed Polemics with the Remonstrants 

Voetius began the series of Saturday disputations on 13 September 1634 with 
his inaugural disputation defended by David van Boxtel from Heusden. This 
disputation, organized in 23 Assertiones theologicae de praejudiciis verae 
religionis and further corollaria,"® covered a variety of themes and is thus 


112 Duker, Voetius, 11, 8-9; Van Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding,” 14. 

113 Albeit in a separabe cubicle, see Van Beek, The First Female University Student, 55-62, and 
cf. below, ch. 3.4. 

114 See below, ch. 4.2.2 (Selectae disputationes), ch. 4.2.3 (TA AZKHTIKA), and ch. 4.2.4 
(Politica ecclesiastica). 

115 Van Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding,” 14-22. Cf. Lawn, The Rise and Decline of the "Quaestio 
Disputata, and Ahsmann, Collegium und Kolleg. See also above, Introduction, section 6, 
and below, ch. 4.2. 

116 Voetius, Thersites, 335-54 and SD 11, 539-51. Cf. Duker, Voetius, 11, 9-12. 
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reminiscent of the old quaestiones quodlibetales. The majority of assertiones 
was directed against Remonstrants and Socinians, as well as Roman Catholics, 
while the corollaria treated various themes from different fields including the 
Copernican worldview.!" A Remonstrant preacher, Samuel Naeranus (1582- 
1641), loudly complained against one corollarium in which Voetius defended 
the Heidelberg Catechism's view of sin as expressed in questions five, 60, and 
14. When Voetius involved himself in the discussion, it soon became clear 
to all that dialectically Naeranus was no match for either the praeses or the 
respondent.!? Three days later there appeared an unexpected reaction in the 
form of a booklet from the hand of Naeranus; against all custom, it was com- 
posed in the vernacular. In it, Voetius was attacked among others for his appli- 
cation of philosophical terminology in the doctrine of God and elsewhere.!!? 
At the urging of his friends, Voetius had Van Boxtel on the following Saturday 
once more defend the corollarium catecheticum together with another thesis 
("spicilegium") on God's foreknowledge of future contingents.!2° Just weeks 
later appeared an anonymous Examen accuratum disputationis primae et 
quasi inauguralis d. Gisberti Voetii, with recommendations from Episcopius 
and Johannes Wtenbogaert (1547-1644), composed by Jacobus Johannes 
Batelier (15931672).?! In this work, Voetius was accused of novelties, para- 
doxes, heterodoxy, and contradictions. He responded, in part together with his 
student Martin Schoock (1614-1669), with a 354-page work with the unflatter- 
ing title of Thersites heautontimorumenos.!?? 

Although literarily the Thersites is hardly sophisticated, it still contains 
instructive passages on the doctrine of God. Not without reason did Andreas 
Rivetus express his appreciation for this work.?? Interesting are the renewed 
defence of the aforementioned questions of the Heidelberg Catechism,!?* 
the treatment of “good works as the ground for eternal life" in the sense of 


117 On Voetius's interaction with Remonstrants, Anabaptists, Socinians, and later also 
Labadists, cf. De Groot, *Heterodoxie, Häresie und Toleranz.” 

118 Voetius, Thersites, 5-11 and Duker, Voetius, 11, 15-20; cf. Zilverberg, "Naeranus, Samuel.” On 
the debate between Naeranus and Voetius, see Visser, Samuel Naeranus, 253-270. On the 
Remonstrant background of Utrecht in the early seventeenth century, see Broeyer, Het 
verleden van Utrecht. 

119 Duker, Voetius, 11, 21-23; Visser, Samuel Naeranus, 32. 

120 Duker, Voetius, 11, 24-28. 

121 Duker, Voetius, 11, 26-35; Van Bunge, "Batelier (Batalerius, Watelier)." 

122  Voetius, Thersites. "Heautontimorumenous" ("Self-Tormentor") is the title of a comedy 
written by Terence, and "Thersites" was the scandalmonger in Homer's Iliad. Cf. on 
Schoock Voetius, Thersites; Duker, Voetius, 11, 55. 

123 Duker, Voetius, 11, 49. 

124 Voetius, Thersites, 94-147. 
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2 Corinthians 4:17 and Philippians 232,75 the use of reason in theology,!?6 
and especially on atheism,!? and God's knowledge of universals!?8 and of the 
determinate truth of future contingents ( futura contingentia)? Not without 
irony, Voetius is glad frequently to refer to Arminius and shows himself sympa- 
thetic for the efforts of union with the Lutherans.!3° 

After the composition of the Thersites, Voetius for the coming time with- 
drew himself from the controversy with the Remonstrants, but did allow 
Schoock to react to a number of pamphlets directed against him by Batelier, 
Carolus Niellius (1576-1652), and Episcopius.?! Only at the end of 1640 did 
Voetius again involve himself officially in the dispute when the provincial 
synod held in Utrecht ordered him to write a refutation of the catechism of the 
Remonstrants. Early in 1641 his Catechisatie over den Catechismus der remon- 
stranten appeared in print? Voetius did not counter the Remonstrants in 
detail, but commented the 120 questions and answers of the Remonstrant cat- 
echism, demonstrated their proximity to the writings of Socinians and other 
Remonstrants, and gave a list of orthodox-Reformed works on the same issues. 
In an appendix Voetius published three of his disputations on these questions 
in Dutch translation. These were the disputation on the fundamental articles 
of the faith and heresy, and the two anti-Socinian disputations on necessity 
and on the use of the doctrine of the Trinity.1?3 


1.4.3 Further Activities until 1676 

Voetius's later work until his death in 1676 was greatly shaped by his 
encounter with Cartesianism as described below (chapter 2), and with 
Cocceius, Maresius, and Labadie (chapter 3). Since his main theological works 
and other writings, as well as his relationship to the Nadere Reformatie and 
Pietism as a pan-European piety movement (chapter 4), will be treated later 
on, the following paragraphs will limit themselves to a brief overview of a 
number of essential features of his work. 


125  Voetius, Thersites, 154—72. 

126 Voetius, Thersites, 173-78. 

127 Voetius, Thersites, 179-85. 

128 Voetius, Thersites, 187-93. 

129  Voetius, Thersites, 212-18. 

130 Cf on Arminius, for instance, Voetius, Thersites, 86, 98-99, 110, 114, 122, 133, 154, 177, 180, 
189, 200-201, 204, 213-14, 216-18, 292, and n. 21. On the Lutherans, cf. Voetius, Thersites, 67, 
and cf. Broeyer, "De Utrechtse consensus." 

131 Duker, Voetius, 11, 50—63. 

132 Voetius, Catechisatie over den Catechismus der remonstranten. 

133 Voetius, Dry disputatien. Cf. SD 11, 5311-39; I, 466-520. 
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Seen from the outside, Voetius's life was hardly spectacular. Aside from his 
trip to England, his biography is limited to the Dutch Republic.!?^ He was espe- 
cially active in Utrecht, and this not only as professor of theology and rector 
to the university, but also as pastor. For, on 12 March 1637 Voetius was called as 
a part-time pastor to the Reformed church in the city. Just like in Heusden, he 
became active in preaching, pastoral care, and church organization, and gave 
catechism instruction to the youth and to adult members.!?* In the process he 
succeeded, also due to the significant influence he wielded when it came to the 
appointment of professors, in surrounding himself with a circle of likeminded 
colleagues, students, and followers. To this relatively loosely organized Voetian 
circle belonged his colleagues Meinardus Schotanus (1593-1644) and Carolus 
de Maets (1597-1651), his students and later colleagues Johannes Hoornbeeck 
(1617-1666), Andreas Essenius (1618-1677), Matthias Nethenus (1618-1686), 
and Jodocus van Lodenstein (1620-1677), as well as the gifted Anna Maria van 
Schurman and her brother Johan Godschalk. Together they advanced the cause 
of the Nadere Reformatie; if Teellinck was the father of this movement, Voetius 
was its head. Over time, the Reformed church of Utrecht underwent explosive 
growth.!36 Between 1658 and 1674 the consistory formulated a total of eight 
reform-programmes or reform-requests for the vroedschap (i.e., city council), 
which this body on the whole received kindly yet without doing much with 
them afterwards.!?? Voetius furthermore had regular contact with British and 
Scottish theologians such as Robert Baillie (1602-1662), whom he described as 
“the most orthodox, profitable and deserving man we have.”138 

However, Voetius and his followers also met considerable resistance in 
Utrecht. At its peak, the dispute with the Utrecht magistracy led to the expul- 
sion of Voetius's fellow pastors Abraham van de Velde (1614-1677) and Johannes 
Teellinck (ca. 1623-1694) from the province in 1660, and two years later his col- 
league at the university Nethenus was dismissed from office.!?? 


134 CfMühling, "Zwischen Puritanismus, Orthodoxie und frühem Pietismus,” 245, who over- 
looks the trip to England though. 

135 Duker, Voetius, 111, 102-75. 

136 From 1650 to 1659, the congregation grew annually by 5oo members until in 1659 it 
reached a total number of 7000 members; see Van Lieburg, De Nadere Reformatie, 77-78; 
Van Lieburg, "From Pure Church to Pious Culture," there 420; and cf. Van Lieburg, *De 
Voetiaanse kring.” 

137 Van Lieburg, De Nadere Reformatie, 19-67. 

138 Cited after Nauta, “Voetius,” 448; cf. the inaugural address by Nauta, De Nederlandsche 
Gereformeerden. On the influence of Scottish scholarship on Voetius and Utrecht 
University, see Mijers, “Addicted to Puritanism,” 85-94. 

139 Cf. below, ch. 3.3. 
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The “disaster year” (“rampjaar”) of 1672 brought great distress to the entire 
Republic, attacked as it was by France, England, and the bishoprics of Cologne 
and Münster. On 13 June 1672 French troops entered the city, which suffered 
heavily under the occupation. Since the magistracy opted for a policy of 
submission, it was required in particular of the consistory that restraint be 
shown in the preaching. As in other cities, the main church - i.e., the Dom — 
was returned to the Catholic population and the Mass was celebrated once 
again. The troops did not leave Utrecht until 13 November 1673.14? On the fol- 
lowing Sunday, a grey-haired Voetius held the first sermon in the Dom church 
which had once more been restored to the Reformed. He chose to preach on 
Psalms 1263-2. The sermon is characterized by thanksgiving, where Voetius's 
focus in his review of the occupation especially on the poverty and ill-treatment 
of the socially vulnerable is remarkable.!^! 

When early in 1674 William 111 once again installed the vroedschap and the 
magistracy as the city's governing bodies, the Voetians seized the occasion to 
submit yet one more programme for reform. They were very disappointed, 
however, when the rehabilitation of the banished pastors Teellinck and Van de 
Velde was turned down.!4? 

On 23 November 1673 Voetius preached his last sermon, for while he stood 
on the pulpit he collapsed from exhaustion due to old age.^? However, from 
16 March 1675 until 16 March 1676 he still held the rectorate of the university 
for a fourth and last time. When he on 7 October 1676 was busy with the prepa- 
rations for the publication of a disputation De justificatione ex sola fide, he was 
overcome by a sharp pain and remained confined to his bed until the day of 
his death on 1 November 1676.!44 While on his deathbed he comforted him- 
self with 2 Cor. 12, and to his colleague Petrus Montanus (1595-1638) he cited 
Tertullian and Augustine, as well as these two sayings of Bernard of Clairvaux: 
“Desidero te millies, mi Jesu, quando venies?" (“I desire you a thousand times, 
my Jesus, when will you come?") and "Meum meritum, miseratio Domini" 
(“The mercy of the Lord is my merit”).!45 


140 Israel, Dutch Republic, 796—863, esp. 798, 810, 814-15; Duker, Voetius, 111, 290-321; Broeyer, 
“Twintig schokkende jaren.” 

141 Voetius, Eerste predicatie in de Dom-kercke tot Wtrecht; cf. Duker, Voetius, 111, 321-23; 
appendix LI, LII. 

142 Van Lieburg, De Nadere Reformatie, 35-37, 66-67; Broeyer, “William III”; Wilders, 
Patronage in de provincie, 29-51. 

143 Duker, Voetius, 111, 340. 

144 Duker, Voetius, 111, 340-47. 

145 Duker, Voetius, 111, 344—45; Cf. PL 184, 1318; 183, 1073a. 
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On 3 November Voetius was buried in the St. Catharijnekerk in Utrecht. On 
the following day Essenius paid tribute to him in the great auditorium of the 
university in an oratio funebris. On Sunday, 5 November, Cornelis Gentman 
(1617-1696) finally held the funeral sermon in the St. Catharijnekerk on 
2 Samuel 3:38: "Do you not know that a prince and great man has fallen this 
day in Israel?" In it, he praised Voetius's great learning, humility, courage, and 
self-denial. #6 Voetius had survived three of his ten children, including the 
Utrecht professors Daniel (d. 1660) and Paulus (d. 1667). 

Shortly after Voetius's death, Constantijn Huygens (1596-1687) wrote a eulo- 
gizing poem on him, Descartes, and Cocceius, in which he nevertheless placed 
the former Utrecht primarius professor theologiae above the others: 


Cartesius rerum causas excussit, et illi 
Clarius omne omni luce Mathema fuit. 
Cocceius locuplete penu, sudore stupendo 
Collectá, sese doctior emicuit. 

Voetius, a teneris Fidei defensor, ut inter 
Mille libros liber, et maximus ipse fuit. 

Tres varia pietate, pari virtute decori, 
Fulserunt Patriae sidera quisque suae. 

Ergo Cartesius, Cocceius, Voetius, omnis 
Affectu mihi vix impare chara Trias. 

De sciolis autem, quibus haec tam sacra proterve 
Traduci video nomina, scire libet, 

Quis non Cartesius (si detur copia), quis non 
Cocceius, quis non Voetius esse velit?!7 


146 Duker, Voetius, 111, 347-52; appendices LXI, Lx11; Gentman, Lyck-predikatie. 
147 Worp, De gedichten van Constantijn Huygens, v111, 156—57. 


CHAPTER 2 


Conflict with Cartesianism 


24 Introduction 


During his first years as professor of theology at Utrecht, Voetius was not 
only involved in the Remonstrant controversies, but soon also became 
embroiled in a well-known dispute with René Descartes (1596-1650) and his 
followers. As Thomas A. McGahagan, Theo Verbeek, and Wiep van Bunge 
have shown, a close relationship exists between these two conflicts. Just like 
the Arminian controversies drove the Republic to the brink of civil war during 
the twelve year armistice, so after the Peace of Münster (1648) and especially 
during the first so-called “stadholderless era" (1650-1672) national unity was 
at risk. The orthodox Reformed theologians also saw substantial parallels 
between the controversies as, for example, in the question surrounding the rela- 
tionship between faith and reason. It is indeed true that leading Remonstrants 
such as Batelier and Episcopius saw the Cartesians as natural allies. With their 
mutual interest in a consistent separation between theology and philoso- 
phy, between church and state, they hoped to promote the regents' republi- 
can politics and thus to check the theocratic claims of the Nadere Reformatie 
movement led by Voetius and his disciples. The remarkably republican inter- 
pretation of absolute sovereignty proposed by Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) 
could partly function as a good ally in this.! 

Voetius's conflict with Cartesianism can be divided into four phases: an 
introductory phase (ca. 1637-1641; chapter 2.2), the actual Utrecht affair (1641- 
ca. 1643; chapter 2.3), the Leiden affair (1643-1648; chapter 2.4) in which Voetius 
was only indirectly involved, and the pamphlet war of 1653-1657 (chapter 2.5). 


2.2 Introductory Phase 


In the first phase, Voetius's Counter-Remonstrant polemics were closely con- 
nected to his conflict with early Cartesianism. Already in his first Saturday 


1 McGahagan, "Cartesianism in the Netherlands"; Verbeek, "Voetius en Descartes"; Verbeek, 
Descartes and the Dutch, 1-12; Van Bunge, "Philosophy," 320-48; Van Bunge, From Stevin to 
Spinoza, 34-93, esp. 65-93. Cf. also Vermij, The Calvinist Copernicans, 272-93. For a list of the 
most important literature on the Utrecht Crisis, see below, n. 20. 
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disputation, Voetius had defended a geocentric view of the universe. In his 
Thersites heautontimorumenos (1635), he against attacks from Batelier jus- 
tified his rejection of heliocentrism in spite of the Copernican teachings 
of the Reformed pastor Philip Lansbergen (1561-1632). For Voetius, even if 
Copernicanism is acceptable as a mathematical hypothesis, as a yet unproven 
hypothesis it still ought not to be preferred to the clear sense of Holy Scripture, 
to natural observation, and to the corresponding traditional interpretation of 
things. The explanation of Scripture is the prerogative of theologians rather 
than astronomers, whose findings can, owing of the unity of truth, never con- 
tradict the divine revelation in Scripture.? In the same work, Voetius likewise 
defended against Batelier the instrumental-argumentative function of reason 
in theology, yet without raising it as the Socinians had to a principium as a 
source of knowledge operating on the same level as Scripture and competing 
with it.? Moreover, it was already in the Thersites that Voetius defended against 
an innate, natural knowledge of God against the Remonstrants and Socinians, 
which furthermore implies that there can be no such thing as strictly specu- 
lative atheists who are internally convinced without interruption or pangs of 
conscience that God does not exist.* 

At the beginning of 1636, shortly before the Utrecht gymnasium illustre was 
promoted to the status of a full university, Voetius explored the issue more 
deeply in a disputation on the use of reason in matters of faith, and another 
disputation on the so-called unsolvable problems in the Bible. These were fol- 
lowed a number of weeks and months later by disputations on the Apostles' 
Creed and on the extent of Scripture's authority.? 


2 Voetius, Thersites, 256—83; cf. Vermij, The Calvinist Copernicans, 162-63, and on Lansbergen 
ibid., 73-99. It should be noted that the heliocentric worldview could hardly be proven 
before Newton. Moreover, it bears mentioning that Voetius did not interfere in 1640 when 
his colleague Jacob Ravensberger (1615-1650), who leaned towards Tycho Brahe's model, in 
an astronomical disputation defended Copernicanism as a hypothesis; cf. Verbeek, “Voetius 
en Descartes,” 213-14. To my mind, the importance of the question regarding the heliocen- 
tric versus the geocentric worldview for the theological and philosophical debates in the 
seventeenth century is often exaggerated; at least for Voetius's concept of theology and his 
doctrine of God, it hardly matters. 

3 Voetius, Thersites, 173—78. 

4 Voetius, Thersites, 179-85. On Voetius's interaction with Remonstrants and Socinians, cf. De 
Groot, *Heterodoxie, Häresie und Toleranz." 

5 "De ratione humana in rebus fidei Resp.: Lucas Couterelius, 17.2.1636, in: SD 1, 1-12; “De 
insolubilibus (ut vocant) Scripturae," Resp.: R. Jacobus Migrodius, 5.3.1636, in: sD 1, 47-63; 
“De Symbolo Apostolico,” Resp.: Johannes Almeloveen, 26.3.1636, in: SD, 64-74; "Quousque se 
extendat autoritas Scripturae," Resp.: Henricus Ridderus, 9.7.1636, in: sD 1, 29-47. Cf. above, 
Introduction, section 4, and below, ch. 6.4. 
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The publication of Descartes's Discours de la Méthode (Leiden 1637) seems 
to have been the first occasion for Voetius to have had his attention drawn to 
him, although by then his colleague Henricus Reneri (1593-1639) was already 
befriended with the French philosopher for some time.® At the latest Voetius 
will have been alarmed by Antonius Aemilius's (1589-1660) funeral oration for 
Reneri in which he praised Descartes as the "great Atlas" who alone carried 
"the entire heavens." Whatever the case may have been, Descartes thought 
that Voetius in the disputation series "De atheismo" which he had Gualterus 
de Bruyn defend in 1639 made allusions to his philosophy and denounced 
him there as an atheist.? It is worth noting, however, that Descartes was not 
mentioned by name in these disputations. Moreover, in the original dispu- 
tation pamphlets of which copies were recently discovered in St. Petersburg 
and Cambridge (Massachusetts), the allusions to Descartes are even more dis- 
guised than they are in the text of the disputations as it came to be included 
in Voetius's collected Selectae disputationes theologicae (vol. 1, Utrecht 1646).9 

Just as in the Thersites, Voetius once again defended the innate knowledge 
of God in man (cognitio Dei insita or congenita) whose intellect easily embraces 
the self-evident truth of the principles that “God exists" and that "God must be 
worshipped in the right way" as soon as it comprehends the meaning of the 
respective subject- and predicate-terms. The knowledge of God which it yields 
is just as evident as the knowledge of general principles — such as the princi- 
pium contradictionis, or the proposition “the whole is greater than the sum of 
its parts" — which are "so to speak the basic matrix and condition of the possi- 
bility of every knowledge”? The habitual orientation of the mind to the rec- 
ognition of knowledge of God coupled with the cognitio Dei congenita makes 
the opposite (i.e., the recognition of the non-existence of God) impossible for 


6 See Verbeek, “Descartes and the Problem of Atheism,” 96-97; Buning, "Henricus Reneri,” 


201-213. 
7 Bos, Verantwoordingh van Renatus Descartes, 5-6. 
8 “De atheismo,” 22.6.1639, in: SD 1, 114-35; "De atheismo, pars secunda,” 29.6.1639, in: SD I, 


135-49; "De atheismo, pars tertia," 6.7.1639, in: SD 1, 149-66; “De atheismo, pars quarta," 
13.7.1639, in: SD 1, 166-226. Cf. Descartes, Lettre Apologétique, AT VIII-B, 204-5; Verbeek, 
La Querelle d'Utrecht, 409-10; Bos, Verantwoordingh van Renatus Descartes, 77-78. 

9 Theo Verbeek discovered the first three parts in the Saltykov-Shchedrin Public Library in 
St Petersburg (cf. Verbeek, "From 'Learned Ignorance' to Scepticism"), while I managed to 
track down all four parts in the Andover-Harvard Theological Library in Cambridge, MA 
(shelfmark: R.B.R. 602.2 V876.4 dsd 1637). 

10 Beck, “Melanchthonian Thought,” 119-24, quote 120; cf. Beck, “Rezeption Melanchthons,” 
331—35. See SD 1, 140-43, and cf. Barth, Atheismus und Orthodoxie, 197—217; Verbeek, “From 
‘Learned Ignorance’ to Scepticism,” 31-33; Vádana, “Descartes and Voetius,” and below, 
ch. 5.3. 
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someone with the same evidence and peace of conscience. For Voetius, as well 
as the majority of his contemporaries and even Descartes's friend Marinus 
Mersenne (1588-1648), a direct and permanent speculative atheism is thus 
counter-natural and in the end entirely fictive.!! 

Voetius attempted to explain the phenomenon of “atheism” by the applica- 
tion of an influential series of distinctions. He thus distinguished between 
a "direct" and "indirect" atheism, the latter pertaining to a person whose 
thoughts or acts imply that his or her knowledge of God has been lost. This 
can happen "practically" when religion and piety (pietas) are neglected, as 
in the case of the deists, Epicureans, enthusiasts, neutralists, indifferentists, 
and Machiavellians. However, indirect atheism can also be considered “the- 
oretically" — on a first level when someone's views immediately imply the 
denial of God, or else on a secondary level when the consequence is less 
visible such as in the denial by Vorstius and the Socinians of God's essential 
omnipresence.!? Voetius had a broad understanding of the concept of athe- 
ism so that it meant virtually the same thing as sceptical irreligiousness or 
godlessness or, in short, the opposite of piety (pietas). 

Why, then, did Descartes think that Voetius alluded to him in these the- 
ses? It is important in this context to remember that the above forms of athe- 
ism are bound in their common undermining of the natural knowledge of 
God. For, they in fact represent different forms of scepticism. As Verbeek has 
demonstrated, these various kinds can in turn be reduced to two main forms: 
"Pyrrhonian scepticism” and “Faustian scepticism.”!* Pyrrhonian scepticism 
means that someone 


either together with the ancient and modern sceptics and Pyrrhonians 
turns against, derides, and casts doubt on all the knowable and on all 
certainty of knowledge, or else destroys all natural consciousness of 
truth, all love for it, and all natural desire for knowledge, which are inher- 
ent to man..., by arbitrarily accepting or rejecting whatever is proposed 
to him. 


11 On atheism as contrary to nature, cf. Barth, Atheismus und Orthodoxie, 172-83, esp. 172: 
“Der natürlichen Theologie mußte der Atheismus als widernatürlich erscheinen, ja als 
unmöglich.” Ibid., 173: “Die Meinung, daß es wohl indirekte, nicht aber Atheisten ‘sensu 
propriissimo & strictissimo' geben kónne, hat noch spät Anhänger gefunden." 

12 On Voetius’s schemes of distinctions and their singular impact, see Barth, Atheismus und 
Orthodoxie, 77-89, and cf. now Spiekermann, Der Gottlose, 156—606. 

13 SD 1, 117-20, 142; cf. also Bizer, “Die reformierte Orthodoxie,” 314-16. See below, ch. 7.8.3. 

14 Verbeek, “From ‘Learned Ignorance’ to Scepticism,’ 33-34. 

15 SD 1, 126: "In intellectu, quando quis aut cum Scepticis et Pyrrhoniis sive antiquis sive 
hodiernis omne scibile, omnem scientiae certitudinem explodit, ridet, in dubium trahit; 
aut quod libetice quidlibet pro re nata amplectendo aut repudiando, omnem naturalem 
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Faustian scepticism, in contrast, strives for an excessive ideal for knowledge 
and then shipwrecks because it “is unwilling to check, submit, and nurture its 
intellectual capacity (ingenium) with learned ignorance (docta ignorantia)" 

In the words of Hans-Martin Barth, Voetius at the latest saw "antiquity as 
an arsenal for atheists" in 1648, and presumably looked upon Cartesianism 
as part of a renaissance in ancient scepticism.!” Voetius furthermore seemed 
to be bothered by the little esteem both Descartes, with his method, and his 
followers showed for the scientific community and for tradition. It may thus 
indeed be the Cartesians to whom Voetius referred when he reproached the 
"perverse method" with which some people self-sufficiently begin with their 
own subjective experiences and “want on this basis to build all knowledge of 
God and creation up anew” in their rejection of “all books and history, even the 
sacred,” as “lies and fables.”!8 

The earliest known reference to Descartes in Voetius’s writings is found 
in a letter he wrote to Mersenne in October 1640. In this letter, and at least 


veritatis conscientiam, omnem ejus amorem, omne naturale sciendi desiderium homi- 
nibus inditum (juxta Philosophum Metaph. 1. c. 1) quantum in se excutit." Cf. Aristotle, 
Metaphysica 1, i, 1 (980a22). 

16 SD 1, 126: Causa hujus naufragii est, quod noluerit alicubi ingenium suum sistere, capti- 
vare et docta ignorantia pascere." 

17 Barth, Atheismus und Orthodoxie, 14-23, esp. 114; 212-17. Cf. also Schröder, Ursprünge 
des Atheismus; Beck, "Zur frühneuzeitlichen Atheismus-Debatte"; MacPhail, Religious 
Tolerance, ch. 5. Cf., for instance, SD 1, 217: "Sic cum Aristotele de Dei providentia, de super- 
naturalium ad naturales causas revocatione, cum Galeno de animae essentia, cum Averroe 
de intellectu universali, et mundi aeternitate, cum Avicenna de miraculis et prophetia 
per corporis temperamentum etc. suaviter dôeidlovot, imprimis philosophi et Medici 
in Italia." 

18 SD 1, 128-29: “Perversa illa sapientiae divinae, naturalis, et humanae methodus, quod se 
solis, et in se nascentibus bonis (ut verbis Senecae utar) contenti, tantum propriis experi- 
entiis suis innitantur, indeque omnem Dei et creaturarum cognitionem de novo fabricare 
velint; libris et historiis omnibus, etiam sacris diffisi, tanquam mendacii et tepatoAoyiav 
suspectis. Qualem fere causam seu viam Atheismi video.... Confer ... ea hodiernis nos- 
tris empiricis absque libris, absque studiis, absque artibus et literis nihil non otiosa et 
desultoria aliqua cogitatione perspicientibus repone." Possibly, Voetius refers to the first 
three books of the Discourse de la Méthode; cf. Verbeek, "From 'Learned Ignorance' to 
Scepticism,’ 34-35. On Voetius's charge of atheism, cf. also Verbeek, “Descartes and the 
Problem of Atheism"; Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 183-86. It should be 
noted, however, that Voetius's disputations "De atheismo" are first and foremost to be 
understood as an answer to Jacobus Bateliers' Gymnasium Ultrajectinum (1638), following 
closely the remarks in Voetius's Thersites; cf. on this also the autobiographical notes in sp 
V, 455-62. This context is frequently overlooked or underrated (cf., for instance, Duker, 
Voetius, 11, 63 and 161-; Bizer, “Die reformierte Orthodoxie” (esp. 306-14); cf., however, 
Barth, Atheismus und Orthodoxie, 197-202, who seems to be unaware of the Theresites, 
though, and more clearly McGahagan, "Cartesianism in the Netherlands,” 154-55, and 
Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 2—7). On the Thersites, cf. below, ch. 4.3. 
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six others, Voetius attempted to bring Mersenne whose large Genesis com- 
mentary he valued greatly to counter Cartesianism in favour of "Mosaic 
Physics.” It goes without saying that Voetius was not aware that Mersenne was 
befriended with Descartes, and that he sent some of these letters to the French 
philosopher — yet without Voetius's permission.!? 


2.3 The Utrecht Crisis 


Within several years Voetius's conflict with Cartesianism developed into the 
so-called "Utrecht Crisis" (or: “La Quelle d'Utrecht"). Ground-breaking studies 
from Paul Dibon, Louise Thijssen-Schoute, Thomas McGahagan, and especially 
Theo Verbeek, as well as his students Han van Ruler and Erik-Jan Bos, leave 
us much better informed on this crisis today than even several decades ago.?° 
In the course of these studies it became clear that the Utrecht Crisis could 
not, as A. C. Duker and Ernst Bizer together with Descartes and his biographer 
Adrien Baillet had done,?! be constructed as the reactionary self-assertion of 
conservative school authorities over against free and experimental scholar- 
ship. For, throughout the debates Voetius had serious theological and philo- 
sophical motives for his anti-Cartesian polemics. Also in Descartes's oeuvre, of 
which nearly one third is devoted to his conflicts with Reformed opponents, 
the Utrecht Crisis has more than merely anecdotal value. 

According to the later report drawn up by the University of Utrecht's senate, 
the first sign of the crisis did not come with Voetius's De atheismo-disputations 
but with a philosophical pro gradu disputation (ie. disputation for a 


19 Cf. Verbeek, “Voetius en Descartes,’ 200-201; Bos and Broeyer, *Epistolarium voetianum 
1”; Bos, “Epistolarium voetianum II"; Verbeek et al., The Correspondence of René Descartes, 
xii, 15-16. A considerable part of these letters is missing. 

20 Dibon, L'Enseignement Philosophique; Dibon, “Der Cartesianismus”; Thijssen-Schoute, 
Nederlands cartesianisme; McGahagan, "Cartesianism in the Netherlands"; Verbeek, La 
Querelle d'Utrecht; Verbeek, “Voetius en Descartes"; Verbeek, “Descartes and the Dutch"; 
Verbeek, De Wereld van Descartes; Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality; Bos, Verantwoordingh 
van Renatus Descartes; Bos, “Descartes’s Lettre Apologétique"; Bos and Broeyer, 
"Epistolarium voetianum 1”; Bos, “Epistolarium voetianum II"; Bos, The Correspondence 
between Descartes and Henricus Regius; Verbeek et al, The Correspondence of René 
Descartes. Cf. also Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis; Fowler, Descartes on the 
Human Soul; Bac, “De philosophia christiana,” and Koops, Dorsman, and Verbeek, Née 
Cartésienne; Robin, "Henricus Reneri”; Douglas, Spinoza and Dutch Cartesianism, 9-35; 
Van den Belt, "Dangerous Enthusiasm.” 

21 _ Baillet, La vie de monsieur Des-Cartes; Duker, School-gezag en eigen-onderzoek; Bizer, “Die 
reformierte Orthodoxie." 
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doctoral degree) held at nearly the same time under the presidence of the 
neo-Aristotelian Arnold Senguerd (1610-1668). When Florentius Schuyl (1619- 
1669) defended these theses in July 1639, his opponent (opponens) received 
support from Reneri's successor Henricus Regius (1598-1679), who loudly pro- 
claimed the victory of the “New Philosophy" and caused a major tumult.?? 
Regius, an early Cartesian who ironically owed his appointment as professor 
of medicine and botany to both Descartes and Voetius, was to become a key 
figure in the Utrecht Crisis.?? 

At first Voetius and Regius appear to have been on cordial terms with each 
other, although not without a certain reserve. In 1640 Voetius helped the physi- 
cian obtain the right to give lectures on natural philosophy. After being named 
rector magnificus on 16 March 1641, Voetius allowed Regius to defend his known 
Cartesian views on natural philosophy, but then in a disputation in the faculty 
of medicine so as to avoid encroaching upon the territory Senguerd in the fac- 
ulty of philosophy?^ When Regius on the title page to the first series of three 
disputations dedicated them to Descartes, and furthermore openly defended 
the new philosophy and denied the existence of substantial forms, Voetius did 
no more than to warn him in private.” 

The actual conflict was triggered by a second series of three disputations 
in which Regius began to stray more and more from the field of medicine. In 
the first disputation he defended the position that forms are only “accidental 
qualities." In the second disputation he supplanted the Aristotelian concept of 
matter with the Cartesian definition of matter as pure extension. In the third 
disputation held on 8 December 1641 and dedicated — perhaps not without a 
measure of provocation — to the three professors of theology Voetius, Carolus 
Dematius (1640-1690), and Meinardus Schotanus (1593-1644)? Regius fur- 
thermore undermined traditional hylomorphism in favour of a “mechanical 


22 Testimonium academiae Ultrajectinae, et narratio historica, 14; Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utre- 
cht, 86-87, and cf. Bos, The Correspondence between Descartes and Henricus Regius, 24-25. 
Presumably, this disputation was held on 9 July, that is, shortly before the third and fourth 
part of the series of disputations De atheismo. 

23 De Vrijer, Henricus Regius, esp. 8-20. 

24 A critical edition of these disputations, as they were later republished under the title 
Physiologia sive cognitio sanitatis (Utrecht: Aegidius Roman, 1641), can now be found in 
Bos, The Correspondence between Descartes and Henricus Regius, 197—248. On the date of 
Voetius's first rectorship, see Kernkamp, Acta et Decreta Senatus, 11, 147—48. Duker, Voetius, 
11,146, gives as commencement date 22 March 1641. 

25 Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht, 90-92; Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 13-15. 

26 As Lüthy, David Gorlaeus, 148, rightly observes, this disputation, together with its ded- 
ication, was likely not printed without prior permission. Yet I would argue that it was 
not necessarily merely “the manner in which the disputation evolved" that caused the 
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worldview"?7 which was then expressed in heliocentric terms. Finally, when 
in following the Cartesian mind-body dualism Regius defended a merely 
accidental unity of body and soul so that man becomes an ens per accidens 
rather than an ens per se, a great commotion broke out in the auditorium 
which was largely composed of students in theology? The theologically- and 
philosophically-trained listeners will no doubt have understood that a purely 
accidental and coincidental unity of body and soul similar to the accidental 
unity of a stack of books posed serious questions for the value of a bodily 
resurrection. Regius thus adopted an extreme nominalist standpoint. Even 
Descartes was not amused, for he saw that this view was commonly associated 
with the heresy of Averroism.?? 

Regius with his actions isolated himself from his colleagues who saw that 
the unity of the university was under threat and who were afraid of the dam- 
age this could bring to church and state.?? For that reason, the professor of 
mathematics, Jacob Ravensberger, and the professor of medicine, Willem 
Stratenus (1593-1681), used their following disputations on 1 and 22 December 
in order implicitly to distance themselves from Regius.?! The faculty of the- 
ology decided that Voetius would in its name add three corollaries to the 
theological disputation scheduled for 18 December. Without naming either 
Regius or Descartes, the corollaries attacked the theory defended by Nicolaus 
Taurellus (1547-1606) and David Gorlaeus (1591-1612) according to which man 
is only an accidental being, and the Copernican system. The same corollar- 
ies also attacked the alleged implicit scepticism of the new philosophy as well 
as its denial of substantial forms, both ideas that could likewise be found in 
Gorlaeus, Taurellus, and Sebastian Basso (ca. 1580-ca. 1625). However, the bur- 
gomaster stepped in to prevent the tensions from escalating even higher, so 


scandal, since the printed text of this series of disputations may have contributed to it 
significantly as well. 

27 Dijksterhuis, Die Mechanisierung des Weltbildes. 

28 Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht, 15-17; Bos, The Correspondence between Descartes and 
Henricus Regius, 92-94. These disputations were published under the title De Illustribus 
aliquot Quaestionibus Physiologicis. Theo Verbeek rediscovered them in Berlin. 

29 Verbeek, “Ens per accidens" Averroism experienced a renaissance in Paduan 
Aristotelianism which influenced Regius during his studies in Padua under Santorio de' 
Santori (1561-1636) and especially Cesare Cremonini (1550-1631). Cf. Verbeek, De Wereld 
van Descartes, 61-62, 81. 

30 Verbeek, “Voetius en Descartes,” 202. 

31 Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht, 17. 
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that Voetius was required to tone the text down and to defend the corollaries 
under his own name.?? 

A week later, on 23 and 24 December, Voetius had the corollaries defended 
one more time, now as further explained in an elaborate Appendix de rerum 
naturis et formis substantialibus.?? Here he with a moderate tone illustrated 
the numerous problems which a reductionistic, mechanical worldview with- 
out substantial forms causes in both philosophy and theology. For Voetius the 
concept of “substantial forms,” in following the neo-Aristotelian terminology, 
had a double function. First of all, as ratio quidditatis the substantial form 
constitutes the ^whatness" or essence of a thing, and is thus the basis for clas- 
sification. Aside from this predicating function, substantial forms as internal 
principle of activity also have a causal or constitutive function. They explain 
what makes a thing what it is, and are the basis for its behaviour.?* 

In such a context, the rejection of substantial forms means that there is no 
ground for the concept of the substantial unity of the human being in body 
and soul.?? As Voetius argues, the hypostatic union of the two natures in Christ 
becomes untenable, and the defence of the bodily resurrection against the 
Socinians loses its foundation. Besides, such an inadequate mechanistic world- 
view can also not ground Copernicanism, especially because a purely mathe- 
matical model remains hypothetical and must be supported by external data; 
the only data available, however, are found in Scripture and appear to favour 
geocentrism.?6 More important, so Voetius claimed, is the fact that Regius's 
and Descartes's mechanistic worldview in its denial of substantial forms repre- 
sents an obstacle to a satisfactory description of the relationship between God 
as Creator and his creation. Without substantial forms, there are no individual 


32 See Testimonium academiae Ultrajectinae, et narratio historica, 28-30, and Verbeek, La 
Querelle d'Utrecht, 88—89, for the original version. For the definitive version, cf. Testimonium 
academiae Ultrajectinae, et narratio historica, 31-32; Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht, 100- 
101, and sp 1, 869-70. Cf. on Taurellus Frank, Die Vernunft des Gottesgedankens, 129—74; 
for Gorlaeus Lüthy, "David Gorlaeus' Atomism" and Lüthy, David Gorlaeus, and for Basso 
Ariew, Descartes and the Last Scholastics, 123—39. 

33 Testimonium academiae Ultrajectinae, et narratio historica, 36-57; Verbeek, La Querelle 
d'Utrecht, 103-15; SD, 869-81. A thorough analysis is found in Van Ruler, The Crisis of 
Causality; cf. Beck, review of The Crisis of Causality. Cf. also Fowler, "Descartes on the 
Human Soul,” 324-30. 

34 See Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality, 59—61, 134-37, and cf. Des Chene, Physiologia, 53-80, 
122-67. Among others, Voetius refers to the commentaries of the Collegium Conimbricense. 

35 Cf. Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality, 187-92. 

36 Bac, “De philosophia christiana," 22-24; cf. Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality, —26. 
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natures, no principles of activity, and no immanent causality and finality. This 
radically nominalist position thus not only leads to an explanatory vacuum, 
but also frustrates the interplay of God's actions with humanity as secondary 
causes (i.e., concursus divinus). Van Ruler was thus entirely correct to describe 
the Utrecht Crisis as a Crisis of Causality.3” 

The fundamental deficiency of explanation following from the loss of cau- 
sality and finality could in Voetius's eyes only entail such devastating alterna- 
tives as the Platonic-Vergilian world-soul or the no less fatalistic God of the 
Stoics as the only direct cause of every physical occurrence. For him, these 
alternatives not only conflicted with the Mosaic Physics, but had also been 
refuted long ago by scholastic Aristotelianism. What made Cartesian philoso- 
phy new was no more than its openness to these old theories. Voetius's fears 
showed themselves to have been well-founded in light of Spinoza's pantheism 
or the occasionalism of Arnold Geulincx (1624-1669) and Nicolas Malebranche 
(1638-1715). Although the latter of course represent variant forms, Voetius's 
foresight remains remarkable. Also significant is that Voetius, in contrast to 
the later Geulincx, saw nothing positive in the Creator's ultimate causal sov- 
ereignty over his creation at the expense of individual creaturely causality. At 
any rate, Voetius's decisive modified Aristotelianism which had emancipated 
itself from ancient thought especially in this did not result in such monocau- 
sality or determinism.?? 

In short, Voetius had good reasons to maintain the formae substantiales of 
the “sound and sober philosophy" (sana sobriaque philosophia).^? Throughout 
he remained conscious that certain questions stayed open, and that not every 
Aristotelian concept was clearly defined. Nevertheless, he was convinced that 
one should not, like Gorlaeus and Basso, allow oneself to be unsettled by the 
obscurities regarding the origin and history of forms.*! Voetius here recom- 
mended a modest attitude of "learned ignorance" (docta ignorantia). After all, 
there are so many phenomena which "cannot be explained without even the 


37  Seen.gga. Cf. Cover review of The Causation Debate, 601: “One can only side with Voetius 
in reckoning Descartes's replacement of forms by purely quantitative, mechanical prin- 
ciples of motion as expressing a mere 'disposition of the movable to move ... not an 
activity of an efficient cause, but merely a necessary condition and a causa sine qua non: 
Descartes has no deep theory about the nature of causation.” In this context, Cover cites 
Voetius, SD I, 873. 

38 Cf. Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality, 261-319, esp. 261: "Whether it was a case of 
Platonizing, occasionalist, Spinozist, or Leibnizian radicalisations of Cartesianism, all 
were more or less foreseen and rejected by Voetius in 1641." 

39 Cf. also in the present work, ch. 9.5 and ch. 12. 

40  SDI,875. 

41  SDI1,875-76. 
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most learned being forced to acknowledge learned ignorance, and their minds 
coming to rest if not by the evidence of the truth perceived then by the loft- 
iness of the hidden truth"? Those who do not mind this and on account of 
these open questions instead rely on the promises of the new philosophy fol- 
low a “Pythagorean and groundless dictum whose only principle is: ‘He said so 
himself’”*3 For Voetius it was thus entirely un-Aristotelian to follow an author- 
ity blindly.** 

With permission from the burgomasters, Voetius seized an opportunity to 
respond to Regius and Descartes yet without naming them. The magistracy 
no doubt hoped that the peace would thereby be restored.*° However, as it 
turned out, this event became the occasion for Regius to feel that he had to 
respond. In contrast to Voetius, Regius did not use the academic disputations 
subject to the university's approval; instead, shortly after the vacation he on 
16 February 1642 published a Responsio.^9 This work was composed in close 
cooperation with Descartes, who in fact wrote a substantial part himself. 
Against all academic practices, Regius directed himself against his colleague in 
the very title of this work, notwithstanding the fact that Voetius by then occu- 
pied the position of rector to the university. The Responsio charged Voetius 
with atheism on the basis that the Aristotelian doctrine of substantial forms 
materializes the soul.^ The vroedschap (i.e., the city council) then immedi- 
ately forbade the further printing of this work, but could of course not prevent 
it from being distributed throughout the land. In the end, on 17 March the aca- 
demic senate came with an iudicium condemning Cartesian philosophy which 
the vroedschap confirmed on 24 March.*? 


42 SD 1, 869-70: "sic explicari nequeat, ut doctissimi non cogantur doctam ignorantiam pro- 
fiteri, et mentes eorum quiescere, si non evidentia veritatis inspectae, saltem altitudine 
veritatis occultae" My paraphrasing translation takes into account the context of the long 
and very complex Latin sentence. I am indebted to Dr. Kees de Niet for his help. On this 
topic, cf. also the series of disputations "De docta ignorantia" in sp 111, 668-92. 

43 SD 1, 870: "putamus esse Pythagoricum et sine rationibus dictatum; ex solo illo principio 
deductum, &vtóc £go." 

44 — SDIII, 755: "Nihil minus convenit Philosophiae Peripateticae, et nihil magis Pythagorico- 
Platonicae quam traditio. Notum est decantatum illud Pythagoraeorum dutòs Epa. Omnia 
examinabat Aristoteles, tanquam Philosophus … nullis praedecessoribus sui parcens." On 
the meaning of “Aristotelian” in Voetius, cf. Vos, “Voetius als reformatorisch wijsgeer,” esp. 
228-29. 

45 Verbeek, “Crisis te Utrecht,” 29. 

46 _ HenricusRegius, Responsio, sivenotae inappendicemad corollaria theologico-philosophica... 
D. Gisberti Voetii (Utrecht, 1642). 

47 Fowler, Descartes on the Human Soul, 248-68; Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 18-19. 

48 In 1648, this condemnation was included in the Leges et Statuta of the University. Not 
until 24 March 2005 it was solemnly reversed in the context of a symposium on the 
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The iudicium lists three reasons for the condemnation of the new philoso- 
phy. First, the so-called *New Philosophy" counters the old, international phi- 
losophy taught at all universities, and undermines its foundations. Secondly, 
it draws the youth away from the “old and sound philosophy,” and thus pre- 
vents them from mastering the existing technical terminology and acquiring 
erudition. Thirdly, it contains false and absurd ideas which clash in particular 
with theology.*® The emphasis in the iudicium was thus clearly on pedagogi- 
cal motives. The students in the faculty of theology, who were often still quite 
young in their propaedeutic years, were not to be detracted from their study 
but instead prepared for the higher faculties. 

It was at virtually the same time that the second edition of Descartes's 
Meditationes de prima philosophia (Amsterdam, 1642) appeared, now together 
with a letter from the author to the French Jesuit, Father Dinet. The second 
half of this Epistola ad Dinetum represented a cutting attack on Voetius's 
character and raised the conflict to a new level.5° The situation became even 
more critical when not long after, the Remonstrant Batelier translated this 
offensive into the Dutch vernacular for his Verantwoordinge tegen Gisberti 
Voetii Remonstrantsche Catechisatie (Amsterdam, 1642). As result, the conflict 
left the purely academic arena and spread to the level of church and society. 
Voetius, who not long before had put down duties as rector, registered a com- 
plaint before the senate and composed an official response. An ad hoc com- 
mittee drew up a Testimonium and a Narratio Historica intended to exonerate 
Voetius.?! Voetius himself also became active when he convinced his former 
student Schoock, who by then served as professor of philosophy in Groningen, 
to write an exhaustive refutation under the title Admiranda methodus.5? This 
work appeared in 1643 and matched the Epistola ad Dinetum on the polemical 
level. However, it also contained philosophically interesting arguments against 
the subjective evidentialism of Cartesian method. According to the Admiranda 
methodus, Descartes's subjective criterion of truth as located in evidence was 
excessive and thus formed a breeding ground for scepticism. Furthermore, 


occasion of the 369th Dies Natalis. Cf. the conference volume Koops, Dorsman, and 
Verbeek, Née Cartésienne. Nevertheless, in the person of Johannes de Bruyn (1620-1675) 
already in 1652 a “Cartesian” became the professor of physics, and from 1660 onwards 
so-called “Cartesianism” became the dominant school of thought for several decennia. 

49 Narratio historica, 65-67; Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht, 121-22. 

50 AT VII, 563-603; Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht, 131-51. 

51 Narratio historica; annotated translation in Verbeek, La Querelle d’Utrecht, 71-123. 

52 Schoock, Admiranda methodus; annotated translation in Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht, 
134—320. 
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Descartes's hyperbolic doubt ignored the epistemological value of sense per- 
ception and turned God into a liar.54 

Descartes reacted furiously. He set out to crush Voetius in an Epistola ad 
Voetium, which he had two prominent Utrecht citizens deliver to the city's two 
burgomasters.” This letter is one long argumentum ad hominem and hardly 
enters in on the philosophical arguments at all, and this in spite of the fact 
that some of Descartes's friends in Utrecht had leaked galley proofs of the 
Admiranda methodus out to him prior to its publication. The by far lengthi- 
est chapter furthermore makes use of another set of illegally obtained proofs, 
this time of Voetius's work against Samuel Maresius (1599-1673) regarding the 
Marian confraternity in 's-Hertogenbosch.55 This chapter addressed the affair 
surrounding the Confraternitas Mariae in which Voetius had become involved 
in May 1642. At that time Voetius had asserted before a pastoral colleague in 
's-Hertogenbosch that it was not acceptable for Reformed notables to enter 
the Catholic Marian confraternity of a Reformed city for the sake of the finan- 
cial advantages such membership could offer. Over against him, Maresius had 
openly defended governor and Count Johan Wolfert van Brederode (1599- 
1655) and his friends when they joined the confraternity. It was not without 
reason that this issue seemed to Descartes to constitute an excellent opportu- 
nity for damaging Voetius's standing in the Utrecht magistracy. Furthermore, 
Van Brederode was also provost and archdeacon to the capital of Oudmunster 
in Utrecht, and like so many other leading citizens had become rich from 
the former property of the Catholic church. People in Utrecht were aware of 
Voetius's convictions that, in line with their original purpose, such property 
should be used “ad pios usus,” that is, for church and deaconry. It would only be 
aquestion of time before Voetius moved the platform for this controversy from 
’s-Hertogenbosch to Utrecht.56 

The two burgomasters to whom Descartes had the Epistola delivered nev- 
ertheless did not react as he had expected. They appointed a commission to 
determine whether the accusations against Voetius and the university were 


53 Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 20-23; Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality, 172-74, 209-15, 
247-48; Bac, “De philosophia christiana," 33-36. Cf. also Del Prete, “Against Descartes.” 

54 _ ATVIIL 2-194; Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht, 321-99. Cf. Verbeek et al., The Correspondence 
of René Descartes, 186-90; Bos, Verantwoordingh van Renatus Descartes, 13: "Het antwoord 
dat hij [i.e., Descartes] zou vervaardigen, kan niet anders gezien worden dan als een 
poging Voetius te verpletteren." 

55 AT VIII, 91-153; Voetius, Specimen assertionum. Cf. Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 
24-29. 

56 Verbeek etal., The Correspondence of René Descartes, 193-201; Faber, “Voetius gezien door 
een tijdgenoot,’ 74-78; cf. Van Dijck, De Bossche Optimaten; Voetius, SD 111, 234-316, 1037. 
See below, ch. 3.3. 
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justified. Voetius was able to present a testimony in which Schoock declared 
that he himself was the author of the Admiranda methodus. Within days, the 
commission accordingly ruled that the Epistola ad Voetium was libellous and 
that Descartes was to be summoned to justify himself.5” Through the inter- 
mediary of the French king's ambassador, Descartes turned to the stadholder 
Frederick Henry and managed to have the charges against him dropped and to 
have Schoock in Groningen be forced to account for himself. Schoock had to 
answer to Maresius who by that time had become rector to the University of 
Groningen, and in the end claimed that not he but Voetius was the true author 
of the Admiranda methodus. This led to a long and unproductive pamphlet war 
between Paulus Voet, who took up his father's case, and Maresius. In the end, 
this conflict harmed the reputation of all parties involved.5? 

By this time, Descartes had also turned against Regius, whose Fundamenta 
physices (Amsterdam, 1646) he sharply criticized. Regius in turn published an 
anonymous Programma late in 1647 in which he attacked Descartes's dualist 
anthropology and his ontological argument for the existence of God.9? Several 
months later, the first volume of Voetius's Selectae disputationes theologicae 
(Utrecht, 1648) appeared in print, including not only the disputations De athe- 
ismo but also the Appendix on substantial forms, both of which only begged 
for an adequate response from the side of the Cartesians.9? At nearly the same 
time Descartes attempted again to restore his honour. As Erik-Jan Bos has 
recently shown, in May 1647 he authored a lengthy Lettre apologétique which 
he in February 1648 finally had sent to the Utrecht vroedschap together with an 
illuminating Dutch translation. This was a wasted effort, however. The vroed- 
schap saw no reason to risk the peace which had been laboriously restored for 
the sake of a foreigner, who by that time no longer even lived in the Republic.®! 


57 Cf. the extensive account in Faber, “Voetius gezien door een tijdgenoot,” and the favoura- 
ble testimony of a contemporary reprinted there (78-81). 

58 See Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 29-33, and cf. Bos and Broeyer, “Epistolarium voe- 
tianum I”; Bos, “Epistolarium voetianum II”; Beck Varela, “Authorship.” Cf. below, ch. 3.3. 

59 Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 53-55. 

60 sD 1, praefatio, ***1v—*** av; cf. also the rest of the praefatio. This volume also contains 
the disputation “Novus scepticismus Loioliticus circa principia fidei Christianae" hinting 
at Descartes (Resp.: Lambertus vanden Waterlaet; 15.3.1645); SD 1, 106-14. In the summer 
of 1648, Voetius presided a two-part disputation "De signis sexta quae est de probatio- 
nibus spirituum" (SD 11, 100-33, 1133-40), related to the discernment of spirits (discretio 
spirituum); see Ossa-Richardson, “Gijsbert Voet and Discretio spirituum." 

61 AT VIIIb; Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht, 401-37; Bos, Verantwoordingh van Renatus 
Descartes; and cf. Bos, "Descartes's Lettre Apologétique." 
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2.4 The Leiden Crisis 


The controversy over Cartesianism thus began in the Dutch Republic, and 
now spread from the University of Utrecht to the University of Leiden and 
throughout the entire Republic even before scholars of the Spanish-occupied 
Netherlands would develop an interest for it ca. 1650.9? Voetius was only indi- 
rectly involved in the Leiden Crisis, however, so that the following overview 
can be kept rather brief. 

The main actors in the Leiden Crisis first were the Cartesian-influenced phi- 
losophers Adriaan Heereboord (1614-1661) and Johannes de Raey (1622-1707), 
over against the Scotsman Adam Stuart (1591-1654) and Jacobus Revius (1586- 
1658), pastor, poet, and regent of the States College. 

Heereboord was one of Burgersdijk’s leading students, whose clear 
Aristotelianism he furthermore developed into a rather eclectic philoso- 
phia novantiqua with echoes of Aristotle, Ramus, Sebastian Basso (second 
half of the sixteenth century), David Gorlaeus (1591-1612), Pierre Gassend 
(= Gassendi, 1592-1655), and Descartes. Nevertheless, in contrast to Burgersdijk, 
he hardly had any sympathy for the Spanish neo-scholastics. Although his phil- 
osophical orientation became clear as early as his inaugural lecture of 1641, in 
1643 — as Revius loved to remind him later on — he still defended substantial 
forms against Regius. Nevertheless, as of 1644 Descartes identified Heereboord 
as a follower; according to Verbeek, Heereboord converted to Descartes in that 
year.8? Halfway through 1644, Heereboord had two disputations on epistemo- 
logical questions defended, of which the one was oriented "pro Cartesio" and 
the other “contra Cartesium." Entitled De primo cognito, the former contained 
an extensive defence of Cartesian method and declared the cogito to be the 
true foundation of all certainty. In contrast, the latter disputation, entitled De 
principiis cognoscendi, drew on Gassendi's criticism of Descartes's cogito.9^ 


62 Israel, Dutch Republic, 586. On the Leiden Crisis, cf. McGahagan, “Cartesianism in the 
Netherlands,” 217-69; Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 34-51; Verbeek, “Le contexte his- 
torique”; Verbeek, De Wereld van Descartes, 85-100; Dibon, “Der Cartesianismus,” 358-62; 
Van Bunge, "Philosophy, 303-5; Van Bunge, From Stevin to Spinoza, 41-49; Otterspeer, Het 
bolwerk van de vrijheid, 373—76; Goudriaan, Jacobus Revius. 

63 Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 37. McGahagan on the other hand characterizes 
Heereboord's disputation “De Notitia Dei Naturali” from 25 March 1643 as his first 
"Cartesian" disputation; McGahagan, "Cartesianism in the Netherlands," 231. 

64 De primo cognito was defended by Aegidius Kellenaer and De primis cognoscendi by 
Caspar van Wallendal; see the Epistola ad curatores in Heereboord, Meletemata philo- 
sophica. Cf. Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands cartesianisme, 107-8; Verbeek, Descartes and 
the Dutch, 37, 115. See on Heereboord now Fisk, Jonathan Edward's Turn, 107-89. 
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Voetius did not wait long before reacting. In a letter to Daniel Heinsius dated 
8 June 1644, he expressed his amazement at the “fanatic and fantastic philos- 
ophy" which had recently been introduced in Leiden. More important yet 
is Voetius's inclusion of the disputation De principiis cognoscendi in the fifth 
volume of his Selectae disputationes theologicae (Utrecht, 1669) in the middle 
of a large-scale series of disputations De modis cognoscendi (1665), and this 
in contrast to Heereboord who significantly included only the pro-Cartesian 
disputation De primo cognito in his collected work entitled Meletemata phil- 
osophica (Leiden, 1654).96 Subsequently, Voetius argued that Heereboord had 
no excuse and was also to be considered the true author of the anti-Cartesian 
theses, since they formed part of a practice disputation (exercitii gratia) held 
under his presidence." By citing this disputation within his own De modis 
cognoscendi disputations against Descartes and Heereboord, Voetius used 
Heereboord to counter Heereboord. 

The reprinted disputation De principiis cognoscendi, defended by Caspar 
à Wallendal under the presidency of Heereboord, raised fundamental objec- 
tions against Descartes's Meditationes. Heereboord here denies that the prop- 
osition cogito, ergo sum leads to any greater evidence than mathematical 
truths, which Descartes had brought into question with his method. He also 
unmasked the circular nature of Descartes's argument for God's existence on 
the basis of an innate idea of God, because the evidence for it already presup- 
poses that God is not a liar. Heereboord (and Wallendal) furthermore argued 
that in the third meditation, the in the end entirely subjective “proof from his 
works" is unconvincing for those who cannot find a clear and distinct idea of 
God in themselves. What is more, an adequate idea of God as Descartes con- 
ceived of it would at all events surpass the capacities of the finite human mind. 
Heereboord also addressed the ontological argument in the fifth meditation 
which he argued to be a case of petitio principii; for, from the circumstance 
that the concept of "ens perfectissimum" includes its existence, one can only 


65 “Non parum mirantur nostrates, quod in academia vestra ante menses aliquot corollariis 
et thesibus fanatica et fantastica illa philosophia defensa sit^; cited after Duker, Voetius, 
II, 195-96. Perhaps, Voetius here referred to a disputation with similar content (“De 
Philosophandi Ratione") from 22 March 1644; cf. Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 37. 

66 Voetius, SD V, 455-525 (there: 508-13); Revius also had this disputation printed as 
part of his Abstersio macularum (Leiden, 1648), 35-46; see Goudriaan, Philosophische 
Gotteserkenntnis, 272. Cf. Heereboord, Meletemata philosophica. 

67 _ sp v,‚ 513; the alternative would be a disputation pro gradu to obtain a doctorate. It is inter- 
esting to note that according to Voetius the authorship of the praeses can be assumed 
even if the title page characterizes the respondent as "A [utor] et R[ espondens].” Cf. above, 
Introduction, section 6. 
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deduce the real existence of the "ens perfectissimum" if it is already assumed 
that the “ens perfectissium" is not a purely fictive concept.® 

In the disputations De modis cognoscendi Voetius once again extensively 
defended the cognitio Dei congenita or insita as a capacity implanted in the 
human being, and thus distinguished it sharply from the Cartesian idea 
Dei as Heereboord had championed it in his pro-Cartesian disputations.9? 
Heereboord, so Voetius claimed, followed Descartes's authority without rea- 
son, "as if his intellectual capacity were the canon and the measure of truth, 
certainty, and evidence in all things which he claimed to have perceived clearly 
and distinctly"? Concretely, Voetius offered the following six objections: in the 
first place, Descartes — and, following him, Heereboord — does not distinguish 
"clearly and distinctly" between the innate and acquired knowledge of God; 
secondly, he neglects their respective distinct and evident grounding; and, 
thirdly, the knowledge acquired (acquisita) through hyperbolic doubt is dis- 
cursive and thus not innate knowledge but at most a special case of acquired 
knowledge of God. Furthermore, in the fourth place the idiosyncratic use of 
terms such as "idea" is confusing and hardly helpful; Voetius clearly distin- 
guished the Cartesian concept of the idea of God from the Augustinian one. 
In the fifth place, it has not been demonstrated clearly and distinctly whether 
the proof for God's existence which was convincing for Descartes is also valid 
for others since they had no knowledge of the internal operation of Descartes's 
mind. Sixthly, it is not clear whether Descartes's chain of principles and proofs 
yields certain and evident knowledge of God's existence alone, or also of his 
essence and attributes. And, finally, the epistemology which, beginning with 
the cogito ergo sum as the first thing known, moves on to our spirit and then 
ends with the innate idea in the spirit, contains uncertainties and errors which 
Voetius attempted to demonstrate in detail." Also remarkable is Voetius's 
observation that Descartes in different works vacillates between the notion of 
an innate idea of God as an actualized idea and as a pure capacity which is yet 
to be actualized.’? For Voetius the unmediated knowledge of God associated 


68 sD V,508-13 (esp. 509-12). On Descartes's proofs for God's existence and the objections of 
Reformed theologians, cf. Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 259-80; Agostini, 
"Descartes's Proofs of God." 

69 See especially the first three parts in sD V, 455-76. 

70 SD V, 480-81: "Summa summarum huc redit tov deiva, seu Philosophum xaT’ eEoyyy sic 
ipsis dictum (hoc est, Cartesium) non errasse, non impegisse. Quasi ingenium ejus fuisset 
canon et mensura veritatis, certitudinis, evidentiae in omnibus, quae clarae et distinctae 
percipere sed vicebat [read: se dicebat |." 

71 SD V, 481-483, 514-15. 

72 SD V, 487-88; cf. Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 273-74; Boyle, Descartes on 
Innate Ideas, 7—27. 


74 CHAPTER 2 


with the first is unacceptable because it bypasses sense perception which he 
held as a medium sine quo non for knowledge of God.7? 

In 1645 Adam Stuart was called to the new chair of metaphysics in Leiden, 
the equivalent of the post occupied in Utrecht by Paulus Voet. Stuart was 
astounded by Heereboord's views and began to attack them. The situation 
became critical when on 18 September 1646 a follower of Heereboord declared 
in a corollary that doubt represents the point of departure for undoubted 
philosophy."^ The theologian Jacob Trigland (1583-1654) expressed his horror 
at this out loud, and warned that such theses are dangerous and pave the way 
for scepticism. Following this event, the senate decided that from then on only 
Aristotelian philosophy would be taught at the university.” 

All of this, however, was only a prelude to the actual Leiden Crisis. 
On 17 January 1647 Heereboord, whose marital problems and alcoholism 
had by this time already made him the object of scrutiny, openly contrasted 
the New Philosophy with the yoke of Aristotle in his oration "De libertate 
philosophandi.” At this point, Jacobus Revius as regent of the States College 
entered the scene. As early as 1643, Revius had turned against Descartes with 
his Suarez repurgatus, for which he drew heavily on Suárez's Disputationes 
metaphysicae? Now, in five disputations held between 4 February and 
20 March 1647, Revius continued his criticism of Descartes and discussed his 
universal doubt, the Cartesian proof for God's existence, knowledge of God 
and ideas, the divine aseity in its relationship to the Cartesian concept of causa 
sui, and Cartesian method on the whole." Revius's criticism of Descartes’s 
view of God as a self-caused being (causa sui) is, together with the charge of 
Pelagianism, new in the growing list of objections offered by Reformed theo- 
logians. Still in March, Trigland once again attacked Descartes's hypothesis of 
a Deus deceptor, and charged him with blasphemy. When Descartes learned 
of this from Abraham Heidanus (1597-1678), he registered a complaint with 
the university's curators for this libel. The curators on 20 May 1647 forbade all 
professors in the faculties of theology and philosophy from citing Descartes 


73 SD V, 523: "Nos, usum sensuum tanquam occasionem, aut praeparatorium, aut medium 
sine quo non, ad notitiam Dei acquisitam et demonstrativam, ab effectu ad causam, 
ex operibus ad opificem, in Scpritura doceri, dicimus" Cf. Goudriaan, Philosophische 
Gotteserkenntnis, 41. 

74 "Ipse dubitandi actus firmissimum indubitantis est Philosophiae principium"; cited after 
Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 116; cf. ibid., 39. 

75 Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 39; Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands cartesianisme, 95-96. 

76 Goudriaan, Jacobus Revius, 6-12. 

77 See disputations 21-25 of the Analecta theologica, reprinted together with Revius’ Methodi 
cartesianae consideratio theologica (Leiden, 1648) in Goudriaan, Jacobus Revius. 
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any longer or else even discussing his views. For Descartes this decision was a 
disappointment, but his appeal to the French ambassador brought no change 
to the political decision made by the university. In the Republic of that time, 
such political decisions were more usual.79 

As could be expected in the context of a policy of toleration which already 
manifested itself at that time, the professors held themselves only limitedly to 
the curators' decisions. Late in 1647 Stuart secretly criticized Descartes and his 
followers in a greatly anticipated public disputation, so that his respondent De 
Raey cornered him by reasoning that the denounced neoterici either did not 
exist or else had to be named. As De Raey had expected, Stuart appealed to 
the curators' ban — as result of which it became clear that this ban had in fact 
already been contravened. The disputation ended in tumult. Following further 
incidents, including the complaints against Stuart and Revius in the preface 
to Descartes's Notae in Programma which Heereboord most likely authored, 
the young stadholder William 11 finally stepped onto the stage. However, no 
further actions were taken aside from a formal confirmation of the decisions 
from 20 May 1647. Of course, this could not prevent an increasing number of 
people in both Leiden and Utrecht to adopt Cartesian views.7? 


2.5 Pamphlet War 


While Heereboord gave a favourable treatment to the issue of Cartesian 
doubt, he left the question of the relationship between theology and philos- 
ophy largely untouched. This issue was instead addressed by the Polish-born 
Christoph Wittichius (or Wittich; 1625-1687), a former student of Schoock 
at Groningen and since 1652 professor of theology in Duisburg.?? When 
Wittich in 1653 published two disputations under the title Duae dissertationes, 
this introduced the first phase of a pamphlet war that would stretch out over 
several years.?! The first disputation attacked the misuse of Holy Scripture in 


78 | Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 46-47; Dibon, "Der Cartesianismus,” 359-60. 

79 Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 47-50; Van Bunge, “Philosophy,” 304-6. 

80 Wittich, together with Johannes Clauberg, was instrumental in the development of the 
Gymnasium Illustre in Duisburg into a full-fledged university, see Eberhardt, Christoph 
Wittich, 125-51; cf. Nauta, "Wittichius, Christophorus”; Del Prete, "Oltre Descartes.” 

81  Wittichius, Dissertationes duae. On the “pamphlet war" in general, cf. McGahagan, 
“Cartesianism in the Netherlands,” 270-320; Van Bunge, “Philosophy,” 310-32; Van Bunge, 
From Stevin to Spinoza, 65-93; Bac, “De philosophia christiana, 63-96, 128-30 (list 
of more than 30 pamphlets); Vermij, The Calvinist Copernicans, 256-331. See now the 
detailed discussion by Eberhardt, Christoph Wittich, 130—95 (esp. 180-95); idem, Vernunft 
und Offenbarung, 130-336, 211-21; cf. also Mangold, "Salomon van Til. 
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philosophical issues, while the second was devoted to a demonstration of heli- 
ocentrism on the basis of Cartesian principles. In contrast to his former teacher 
Schoock, Wittich held Scripture only in a most limited way to be a source of 
knowledge for questions of natural philosophy.®? For this, the light of reason 
was quite appropriate, even to adduce a “Cartesian” proof for heliocentrism.9? 

Wittich's proposal for a sharp separation between theology and philosophy 
elicited reactions from various quarters. Voetius himself did not at first take 
part in the debate, but his student and colleague Andreas Essenius (1618-1677) 
attacked Wittich's separation of theology and philosophy in several disputa- 
tions from 1654. This response cannot be merely portrayed as the defence of an 
outdated worldview, for the real issue was the unity of theology and philoso- 
phy, faith and science, in the sense of a simplex ordo model.9* 

The pamphlet war reached a new phase in 1655 when an anonymous 
pro-Cartesian pamphlet appeared in the vernacular, so that the ten-year old 
academic debate on Cartesianism was now moved to the public scene.$° 
Later it would become known that the author was the physician and theolo- 
gian Lambertus van Velthuysen (1622-1685), whose former teachers included 
Voetius. Velthuysen was a regent of Utrecht and an outspoken proponent of 
republicanism who was decidedly opposed to Voetius's efforts for the Nadere 
Reformatie's piety movement.96 Through Velthuysen's pamphlet, as Wiep van 
Bunge has argued, what began as a scholarly debate over Cartesianism now 
gained a political dimension pertaining not only to the balance of power 
within the universities, but also to the authority of the Reformed church. It 
was no accident that in 1656 Jacobus du Bois (1607-1661), pastor to the Walloon 
church in Utrecht, raised the question of the extent of the theologians' author- 
ity, given that the interpretation of Scripture was a matter assigned to reason, 
that is, the particular area of competence of philosophers.®” 


82  Schoock, De Scepticismo. Cf. Del Prete, "Against Descartes; Verbeek, “Probleme der 
Bibelinterpretation,” there 192-94. 

83 Wittich referred to Descartes's speculative vortex theory, which Descartes himself had 
propounded very carefully because of its heliocentric implications. 

84 Bac, “De philosophia christiana," 69—78. From a scientific perspective Wittich's argument 
in favour of heliocentrism is no less problematic than Essenius's case against heliocen- 
trism. On the simplex ordo model, cf. below, ch. 6.3. 

85 Van Velthuysen, Bewys, dat het gevoelen; Vermij The Calvinist Copernicans, 272-94; Van 
Bunge, “Philosophy,” 320-25. One year later, also Descartes's works appeared in Dutch 
translation. 

86 Duker, Voetius, 111, 264-66; Van Bunge, "Philosophy," 320-24. 

87 Van Bunge, “Philosophy,” 323. The discussion between Velthuysen and his pastor du Bois 
was continued in several pamphlets. However, the impact of these pamphlets should not 
be overestimated. 
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At this point in time, Voetius entered the debate and thereby introduced the 
third phase of the pamphlet war.?? In 1656 he published a moderate pamphlet 
entitled Staat des geschils, over de Cartesiaensche Philosophie under the pseu- 
donym Suetonius Tranquillus. It is clear that Voetius felt compelled to define 
the status quaestionis carefully. It was not, he insisted, a matter of the freedom 
of philosophising in general - for the study of nature must be continued - nor 
of Aristotelian philosophy in particular, for on a number of points it was to 
be rejected. Finally, it also was not a question of Descartes's philosophy as a 
whole, “which just like other new and contemporary philosophies has many 
good things which serve the teaching of philosophy" 8? For starters, the real 
issue is that Cartesian philosophy is being forced upon the youth of the acad- 
emy without authorization and in contravention of the curators' decisions, 
while the “common philosophy" which has up to the present been taught with 
good results is being neglected. The second issue at stake is the entrance of 
Cartesian philosophy into theology.°® Just like in the 1642 anti-Cartesian deci- 
sions of the University of Utrecht, considerations of a pedagogical nature 
over the propaedeutic education of students were again decisive for Voetius. 
As he saw it, philosophy in contrast to theology has a propaedeutic function 


88 Onthe debate between Voetius and Heidanus during the third phase, cf. Thijssen-Schoute, 
Nederlands cartesianisme, 35-39; McGahagan, "Cartesianism in the Netherlands,” 289-95; 
Vos, "Voetius als reformatorisch wijsgeer"; Vos, "Voetius als gereformeerd wijsgeer"; Van 
Bunge, “Philosophy,” 325-26; Bac, "De philosophia christiana," 80-96; Vermij, The Calvinist 
Copernicans, 304-9; Strazzoni, Dutch Cartesianism, 72-75. Jacobus Koelman (1633-1695) 
identified Suetonius Tranquillus as Voetius and Irenaeus Philalethius as Heidanus, which 
was noted already by Duker, School-gezag en eigen-onderzoek, 209. Cf., however the — 
in my mind - rather unconvincing doubts in Vermij, The Calvinist Copernicans, 307-8. 
Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 12, rightly remarks: “In any case, the 
pamphlets on behalf of Suetonius Tranquillus can be said to reflect Voetian thought 
around 1656.” 

89 Voetius, Staat des Geschils, 3: “1. De questie is niet, van Philosopheren in 't gemeen. Ofte 
van liberteit ende vryheit van Philosopheren. Ende datmen steeds in ondersoeckinge 
vande natuur en de natuurlicke dingen moet voortgaan.... 2. Nochte is de questie in 't 
bysonder van Aristoteles, ofte de Aristotelische Philosophie: ... Die in vele dingen mag 
gevolgt, in andere verworpen worden… 3. Oock is de questie niet, van de Philosophie van 
Mons". des Cartes in 't geheel, ende allen deelen. Die veele goede dingen heeft. Gelijck 
oock andere nieuwe hedendaaghsche Philosophen meer. Van welcke alle sich de leere der 
Philosophie dienen kan." 

go X Voetius, Staat des Geschils, 3—4: “1. Van de Cartesiaansche Philosophie, op sommiger par- 
ticuliere authoriteit ende drift, sonder, ja tegen last ende resolutien der Curateuren ende 
Academien, inde Scholen, ende jonge jeucht in te dringen, met verachtinge ende versuim 
van de gewoone Philosophie, door publycke authoriteit bevestigt, ende met goede vrucht 
tot noch toe geleert? 2. Vande geseide Cartesiaansche Philosophie, op den voet als voren, 
uit de schoole der Philosophie, in te voeren inde Theologie?" 
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in the education of "the youth"; philosophy is the ancilla theologiae. Freedom 
of philosophy rather applies in scholarship, where academic discussions 
are undertaken in Latin. With his subjective insights, however, the former 
Jesuit student Descartes was in fact exercising a tyranny over others to which 
Pierre Gassendi had already pointed.?! Moreover, Voetius argued against 
Velthuysen that Cartesian philosophy threatened the unity of Reformed theol- 
ogy and church since a group of Cartesian pastors was beginning to form itself. 
Voetius closed his work with the following words: *May this be to the good and 
tranquillity of the churches and schools" (Bono, et tranquillitati Ecclesiarum, 
atque Scholarum).?? 

In the Nader Openinge ("Further Disclosure"), a second pamphlet from 
Voetius which appeared in 1656, he supplied a list of teachings which are prob- 
lematic vis-a-vis theology as found in the works of Descartes and of his follow- 
ers. In regard to the doctrine of God, Voetius mentioned four problem areas: 
(1) the proof for God's existence from his works, which Voetius considered 
not to be valid; (2) the “Idea Entis infiniti" inherent to humanity of the third 
meditation, on whose basis Descartes claimed to deduce the existence of God; 
(3) that God's essence consists in thought; and (4) that God is omnipresent 
only in his power, but not in his essence.?? In light of the doctrine of creation, 
Voetius was also bothered in Descartes's Principia philosophiae (Amsterdam, 
1644) by his speculative vortex theory as explanation for the generation of 
the cosmos, as well as his claim that the rejection of creatio ex nihilo was an 
axiomatic, eternal truth.?^ The list continues with Descartes's doctrine of the 
infinity of the world and the rotations of the earth which has its own vortex.95 
In regard to anthropology, Voetius mentions the Cartesian definition of the 
soul as res cogitans — whose denial according to Velthuysen leads to atheism.96 


91 Voetius, Staat des Geschils, 5. 

92 X Voetius, Staat des Geschils, 7-8. 

93 Voetius, Nader Openinge, 4-5: “II. Dat het wesen Godts bestaet in denckinge.... VI. Dat 
Godt alom tegenwoordich is ten aensien van sijn macht / maer niet so ten aensien van sijn 
wesen” (5). Voetius bezieht sich u.a. auf AT VII, 106; VII, 42-56. 

94 Voetius, Nader Openinge, 5-6: "V. Dat de scheppinge der Werelt geschiet is door ver- 
deelinge van de materie in kleyne stucken / en door een heftige omroeringe der stucken 
onder malckanderen / daer uyt dan Vortices, dray-hollen, ende eyndelijck dat schoon 
gebouw van Hemel en Aerde / met al wat daer in is / uyt die dray-bewegingen soude ons- 
taen zijn… VI. Dat het is communis notio et axioma aeternae veritatis, dat is / een gemeene 
bekentenisse, en een vaste regel van een eeuwige waerheyt, dat UYT NIET NIET WERT.” 
Cf. AT VIIIa, 23. 

95 Voetius, Nader Openinge, 6-7. Cf. AT VIIIa, 52, 89-90. 

96 Voetius, Nader Openinge, 8: “Dat het wesen der ziele in de mensch bestaet in cogitatione, 
dat is / dencken, en dat het tegendeel te ghevoelen de rechte wech is tot Atheïsterye / dat 
is / Godt-versaeckinge.” 
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Voetius furthermore denounced the mechanistic view of animals as beings 
without souls, whose movements were like the motus automatici of a clock.97 
The next problem listed is universal doubt, which according to Descartes 
extends as far as the existence of God and mathematical truths, for being able 
to come to certain knowledge at all.98 Voetius furthermore deduced from sev- 
eral of Descartes's works that for him "free will in man is so wide and complete 
as one can only imagine.”?? In addition, according to the Cartesian Cornelis 
ab Hoghelande (1590-1676) the desires of the flesh are "motus automatici" 
or clock-like movements.!°° Voetius furthermore objects that Wittich and 
Velthuysen claim that Scripture does not always tell the truth, but often adjusts 
itself to erroneous human views.!0! At the end, Voetius expresses his displeas- 
ure at the fact that Velthuysen not only postulates the freedom of philosophy 
in the Cartesian sense under the guise of Christian freedom or freedom of 
religion, but also seized the occasion to depict the Reformed who exclude the 
Remonstrants from their sacramental communion as “hot-boiled brains.”!02 
The Nader Openinge had only been available in print for a number of weeks 
when the pamphlet Bedenkingen op den Staat des Geschils ("Reflections on 


97 Voetius, Nader Openinge, 8-9. Cf. AT VII, 230. 

98 Voetius, Nader Openinge, 910, esp. 9: "Datmen / om tot vaste kennisse eenmael te gherae- 
cken / beginnen moet van alles in twijfel te trecken / oock de aldersekerste dingen / ende 
selfs / Of er een Godt is: of twee en dry vijf zijn / en wat sulcx meer is.” Cf. AT VIIIa, 5. 

99 Voetius, Nader Openinge, 10-12, esp. 10: “Dat de vrye wille in den mensch so wijt ende 
volmaect is / alsse kan bedacht werden.” Voetius refers to AT v11, 56-57 (“Nec vero etiam 
queri possum, quod non satis amplam et perfectam voluntatem, sive arbitrii libertatem a 
Deo acceperim; nam sane nullis illam limitibus circumscribi experior… Sola est voluntas, 
sive arbitrii libertas, quam tantam in me experior, ut nullius majoris ideam apprehen- 
dam”); AT XI, 445; AT V, 85-86; AT VIIIa, 6. 

100 Voetius, Nader Openinge, 12-13, esp. 12: "XIII. Dat de begeerlijckheyt des vleesches / die 
ons gheboden wordt te cruycigen / ende de bewegingen / die den mensch tot dron- 
ckenschap / geylheyt / toorn / en diergelijcke fauten verlocken / motus automatici, 
uyrwercks-bewegingen zijn." 

101 Voetius, Nader Openinge, 1314: “XIV. Dat de H. Schriftuyr niet altijt en over al en leert / 
ofte van de saecken na waerheyt en spreeckt: maer veel secht en spreeckt na de dwalende 
opinie van t gemene volck… Het blijckt nu klaerlijck, hoe veel de reden gelt in het uytleg- 
gen van de Schrifture, ende hoe menichmael het uytleggen van eenige texten, ten deele 
of in ’t geheel, Godt als verblijft aen het ghevoelen van de menschen, dat yeder nae sijn 
begryp en verstant van een saeck geformeert heeft. Op dit gevoelen R-U-S-T het, hoe verre 
men een oneygentlicke en ontleende manier van spreken sal uytbreyden.” 

102 Voetius, Nader Openinge, 14-16, esp. 14: “ende datmen by die occasie soeckt te verhande- 
len het stuck van Moderatie en Tolerantie, die in de Kercke oock betracht moet werden 
omtrent de gene / die in materie van religie anders gevoelende bevonden werden: 
met name omtrent de Remonstranten / daer van den Auteur / volgens sijn geleyde 
Cartesiaensche gronden / aenwijsinge doet / datse behooren op haar gevoelen in de 
Gereformeerde Kercken / tot de gemynschap der H. Sacramenten te werden toe-gelaten: 
ende dat het heet-gestoocte herssenen zijn, die haer daer tegen stellen.” 
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the State of the Dispute"; Rotterdam, 1656) appeared from a certain Ireneaus 
Philalethius.?? This pseudonym hid no one less than Abraham Heidanus, 
who tediously went through Voetius's Staat des Geschils point by point and 
furthermore briefly commented on the Nader Openinge as well. In contrast 
to Voetius, Heidanus understood the status quaestionis to concern the view 
that the freedom of philosophising, “which Descartes so happily applied that 
it cannot be found outside of his philosophy,’ has to be used “in order to come 
to knowledge of the truth.”!4 Thus, while it is therefore essential to leave room 
for Descartes's promising philosophy, traditional Aristotelian philosophy con- 
tributes nothing but a “burden of useless questions and incomprehensible 
distinctions.”!0 This Aristotelian philosophy threatens to dominate theology; 
Descartes's philosophy, in contrast, favours a strict separation of philosophy 
from theology. Accordingly, for Heidanus philosophy was based on human 
reason alone and as a matter of principle remained independent of divine 
revelation.!°® Philosophy thus neither governs theology, nor is it its slave.!07 
For that reason Suetonius Tranquillus should accord Cartesian philosophy the 
freedom which is its due. That is what serves the "good and tranquility of the 
Republic and Church" (Bono, et tranquillitati Reipublicae atque Ecclesiae)"108 
In the late summer or fall of 1656, Voetius responded in similarly polite 
tone with Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen.!° In this pamphlet he speculated 
humorously on the identity of Irenaeus Philalethius. The style, he remarked, 


103 According to the information on the title page, this pamphlet appeared in Rotterdam. Cf, 
however, Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 4, where Suetonius Tranquillus claims to 
know and is able to demonstrate that this information is “een puyr versiersel” and that the 
pamphlet was printed somewhere else and with another printer. I am indebted to Dr. Aza 
Goudriaan for this hint. 

104 Heidanus, Bedenkingen, op den Staat des Geschils, 4. 

105 Heidanus, Bedenkingen, op den Staat des Geschils, 5. 

106 Heidanus, Bedenkingen, op den Staat des Geschils, 41, cf. 18, 49, 55; cf. Goudriaan, Die 
Rezeption des cartesianischen Gottesgedankens, esp. 166—67. 

107 Heidanus, Bedenkingen, op den Staat des Geschils, 44: “Wy bekennen dat een Philosophie 
soo gantsch gescheiden van al 'tgeen tot de Theologie behoort, en sich met deselve noit 
meyende, oock haar slaaf alsoo niet wesen can, als wel de gemeene Philosophie tot noch 
toe geweest is." 

108 Heidanus, Bedenkingen, op den Staat des Geschils, 93: “Heeft Suetonius lust om meer 
andere stucken hier by te voegen, wy sullen hem inwachten, en claar toonen, gelijck wy nu 
getoont hebben, dat al tgeen tegen de Cartesiaansche Philosophie ingebracht wert, of in't 
minste met deselve geen ghemeenschap heeft, of de Theologie gantsch niet en raeckt; jae 
oock meestendeel maar op een onnosel verdichtsel, of quaedwillighe laster, en daer uit 
onstaande verdraeyinghe van woorden, ghebouwt is." 

109 Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen. Terminus a quo are the Acta of the general synod of 
Jülich, Kleve, Berg, and Mark on 13 and 14 July 1656 which are mentioned on page 39. Cf. 
Rosenkranz, Die Akten der Generalsynoden von Jülich, Kleve, Berg und Mark. 
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is entirely that of Episcopius. Since he was no longer alive, the author must be 
someone else. And whoever he may be, it at any rate is not someone like the 
author of that splendid work De causa Dei who refrained from making false 
accusations. Ironically, the De causa Dei. Dat is: De sake Godts (Leiden, 1645) 
is a refutation Heidanus had written of the works of Episcopius and Batelier. 
Thus, just as he had earlier done with Heereboord, Voetius plays Heidanus 
out against Heidanus.!° He furthermore decries Heidanus's Bedenkingen for 
devoting the first 53 pages to the issue of philosophical freedom, while touch- 
ing only briefly upon the problems of Cartesian philosophy which Voetius had 
listed. Voetius expressed the wish that Heidanus would be just as concerned 
for the freedom of theology, church, and synods.!!! What is more, Voetius had 
nothing against the freedom of philosophy in the sense of freedom of study. 
His problem was rather the petulance (dertelheyt) with which people simply 
teach what they want without following the social order of the academy's 
curriculum.!? Otherwise, under the guise of the freedom of philosophy, the 
door will also be left wide open for biblical-critical views such as those of the 
author of the Prae-Adamiten or of the Leviathan.!? 

As Voetius saw it, Irenaeus wanted the freedom of philosophy to be applied 
to both Peripatetic and Cartesian philosophy; however, Irenaeus in his work 
so favoured Cartesian philosophy as a lover his “sweetheart” (corculum) and 
spoke so negatively of Aristotelian philosophy that it seemed he had never 
used it. What is more, Heidanus could bring no further objections against 
Aristotelian philosophy than that it has so many distinctions. For Voetius, 
however, this was only a positive feature: “qui bene distinguit, … bene docet? 
In fact, Voetius illustrates with several examples that even Descartes worked 
with important Aristotelian distinctions.!^ Most crucial, however, is that the 
issue is not about the adoption of the philosophy of an Aristotle or a Descartes 
as such and without reflection. Rather, it is so that Aristotelian philosophy has 


110 Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 4—5; cf. Vos, “Voetius als reformatorisch wijsgeer,” 
231-32. 

111 Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 6, 8. 

112 Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 6—7: "Wy | om kort te antwoorden / maecken 
onderscheyt tusschen liberteyt en licentie, vryheyt en dertelheyt: de vryheyt staen wy gaern 
toe / dat plaets mach hebben in 't philosopheren / dat is nauw ondersoecken van de gele- 
gentheyt der natuyrlijcke saecken: maer geen dertelheyt / of onbepaelde licentie om alles 
over hoop te werpen / alles in te voeren wat een yder wil." 

113 Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 7; cf. La Peyrère, Prae-Adamitae (bound into 
it idem, Systema theologicum, ex praeadamitarum hypothesis. Pars prima); Hobbes, 
Leviathan. Cf. on La Peyrere Scholder, Ursprünge und Probleme der Bibelkritik, 98-104; 
Popkin, Isaac La Peyrere; Van Asselt, "Adam and Eve as Latecomers.” 

114 Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 8—9, esp. 8. 
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consistently distinguished itself in that it has been reformed and purified over 
the course of the years, and in that it has for long maintained its position at the 
faculties of theology, law, and medicine. Cartesian philosophy, in contrast, has 
not undergone such cleansing, and as a result it would be imprudent and even 
dangerous to introduce such a novel philosophy in churches and schools.!5 
Unlike Heidanus, Voetius does not see a separation between philosophy and 
theology with each governing its respective territory as an ideal. Philosophy 
together with Scripture and theology forms a continuum which is not only 
shaped rationally and theoretically, but also oriented to faith and bound to the 
tradition, which in fact has little to do with Aristotle as such. The background 
for Voetius's position vis-à-vis Aristotle is thus clearly to be explained in terms 
of the medieval concept of authority, where an auctoritas — here: Aristotle — is 
not to be interpreted in his historical context but rather from the perspective 
of one's own intellectual framework.!!6 

To these methodological objections, Voetius also adds substantive argu- 
ments. Descartes and his leading followers, he noted, had not yet been able 
to defend Cartesian metaphysics against the crushing criticism of Gassendi. 
Since they themselves indicate that Descartes's metaphysica form the basis 
for his physica, the latter necessarily falls with the former!" The central 
vortex concept or theory, for instance, is already highly problematic. In the 
end, the body-soul dualism, as well as its dependence on the two substance 
theory according to which substance is no more than thought (ens cogitans) 
and extension (res extensa), is for Voetius the fundamental error (proton pseu- 
dos) of the Cartesians which they could only adopt on the basis of Descartes's 
authority.!? Voetius does not only turn against Descartes's geometricization 
and mechanization of the world, however, but also against the epistemologi- 
cal optimism of his philosophy. When Heidanus boasts about how "Cartesian 
philosophy stands on unshakable pillars and is so interwoven with solid 


115 Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 9-10, 15-16, esp. 9: “want het al de selve come- 
die is / de philosophie van Aristoteles, of van des Cartes de Kercken ofte Theologie op te 
dringen. En daer de Aristotelische nu is gereformeert / ghesuyvert / en daer op / na be- 
proevinge van veele jaren / bevonden datse aen alle Faculteyten / Theologie, Rechten, 
ende Medecynen sonderlijcke dienst ende nuttigheyt geeft / in plaets van alles met haer 
venijn te versuyren: daer leyt de Cartesiaensche noch op haer moer / ongesuyvert van haer 
gift en dreck / ende daerom gevaerlijck ende ongesont om te gebruycken.” 

116 Vos, “Voetius als reformatorisch wijsgeer,” 233-34. On the medieval concept of authority, 
cf. De Rijk, "La philosophie au moyen age,” 87-89; Van der Lecq, “Autoriteiten en tradities”; 
Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 4-6, 528-39; Beck, “Expositio reverentialis.” 

117 Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 12. 

118 Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 11, 25-26. Cf. Vos, “Voetius als reformatorisch” wijs- 


geer, 234-35. 
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demonstrations which lead to mathematical necessities that what follows 
always depends on what precedes,” Voetius can only soberly observe that it 
has not and cannot in fact be shown where such neat demonstrations can be 
found in physicis or in metaphysicis.!? It is worth noting how early Voetius 
turned against the absolute evidentialism of Cartesianism which in the end 
is grounded in subjective consciousness.!20 Already in 1655-1657 he in several 
series of disputations had attacked the Cartesian certainty ideal which he 
understood to be exaggerated.!?! 

In part two of the pamphlet Voetius sought one more time to prove that 
the sixteen problematic teachings he had listed in the Nader Openinge were 
indeed held by Descartes and his followers. His purpose throughout is to 
demonstrate, over against Heidanus's attempts at appeasement, that these 
doctrines are not limited to a separate field of philosophy, but also have impli- 
cations for theology.?? Confident of victory, Voetius believed that that the 
proof he had adduced would convince his readers and thus served the “truth 
and peace of republic and church."23 

Heidanus refused to be persuaded so easily, however. Instead, he was now 
convinced of Suetonius's maliciousness as he also showed in the title he gave 
to his response: De Overtuigde Quaetwilligheidt van Suetonius Tranquillus ("The 
Convinced Malevolence of Suetonius Tranquillus"; Leiden, 1656). Heidanus 
pled once again for the freedom for philosophy which Suetonius has thrown 
under the yoke of theology, as is clear from his physica sacra. As he sees it, 
freedom from this oppression consists in the clear separation of philosophy 


119 Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, u: “Pag. 18. en 22. booght hy seer / van dat de 
Cartesiaensche Philosophie op onbeweechghelijcke pylaren staet, ende door vaste demon- 
stratien, die als Mathematische nootsaeckelijckheden verstrecken, soo doorwrocht is, dat 
altijdt het volgende hanght aen 't voorgaende, etc” Cf. Heidanus, Bedenkingen, op den Staat 
des Geschils, 18, 22. 

120 On the problem of absolute evidentialism or “classical modern foundationalism" in 
Descartes, cf. Vos, Kennis en noodzakelijkheid, 125; Vos, "Voetius als reformatorisch wijs- 
geer,” 237-41; Plantinga, Warrant. The Current Debate, 1-15, 19-25, 68-72, 85; Newman, 
"Descartes' Epistemology." 

121 Cf. the series of disputations “De igorantia" (sp 111, 632-68); “De docta ignorantia" (sp 
111, 668-92, esp. 683); "De errore et haeresi" (SD 111, 692-809, esp. 701-3, 714); “De fide, 
conscientia, theologia dubitante" (sp 111, 825-47) and the “Appendix de dubitatione phi- 
losophica" (847-69). Cf. on this Verbeek, “From ‘Learned Ignorance’ to Scepticism,” 38-43; 
Schuurman, "Thou knowest not the works of God"; Goudriaan, "The Concept of Heresy.” 

122  Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 20—40. 

123  Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 22, 40, esp. 40: "voor de waarheid en rust van 
Republijcq en Kerk" (40). 
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and theology so as to avoid a theologized philosophy.!?* It is interesting that 
Irenaeus Philalethius (Heidanus) relativizes the decisions apparently intended 
to hinder the teaching of Cartesian theses.!25 

In that same year, the last pamphlet in the controversy between Suetonius 
and Irenaeus also appeared: Verdedichde Oprechticheyt van Suetonius 
Tranquillus (“Convinced Sincerity of Suetonius Tranquillus; Leiden, 1656).126 
In reaction to the polemical tone of De Overtuigde Quaetwilligheidt, Voetius 
explained that he had primarily aimed to address what the Cartesians actually 
teach (questio facti), rather than how this teaching is to be judged in terms of its 
contents (questio juris). Thus, if he had succeeded in proving that the teachings 
listed in the Nader Openinge were indeed held by Cartesians, the evidence will 
have met its goal as he had even explained in the status quaestionis as printed 
in the Staat des Geschils. 

The pamphlet Verdedichde Oprechticheyt offers no new insights in terms 
of its contents. More interesting is the fact that Voetius clearly alludes to 
the resolutions taken by the States of Holland on 30 September 1656, and in 
particular to the questionable role Heidanus had played in this context.!2” 
When the classis of The Hague on 28 April 1656 composed a gravamen for the 
Particular Synod of South Holland regarding the divisive and havoc-wreaking 
Cartesian philosophy, and the senate of the University of Leiden at the 
instigation of the States of Holland played down the affair, three Leiden 
professorsoftheology-includingtheVoetianJohannesHoornbeeck (1617-1666)- 
protested.!?8 However, Heidanus in secret turned to the most powerful states- 
man ofthe States of Holland, Johan de Witt, the grand pensionary who was at 


124 Heidanus, De Overtuigde Quaetwilligheidt, 26-27; cf. Bac, "De philosophia christiana,” 
92-93. 

125 MHeidanus, De Overtuigde Quaetwilligheidt, 20-22; cf. Duker, School-gezag en eigen- 
onderzoek, 208-9, who falsely claims that Heidanus called for public disobedience to the 
decisions of the curators. Instead, Heidanus appealed to the tolerant implementation of 
these decisions by the curators themselves. Ithank Matthias Mangold for bringing this to 
my attention. 

126  Voetius, Verdedichde Oprechticheyt; contra Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands cartesianisme, 
39; Vos, “Voetius als reformatorisch wijsgeer,’ 230; Dibon, "Der Cartesianismus,’ 365. 
Although this pamphlet appeared anonymously, remarks hinting at Nadere Openinge and 
its content written in the first person plural suggest that Suetonius Tranquillus (= Voetius) 
was its author, even if this work appeared in Leiden; thus also Goudriaan, “Die Rezeption 
des cartesianischen Gottesgedankens,” 169 and Bac, “De philosophia christiana," 93. Cf. 
above, n. 88. 

127 Voetius, Verdedichde Oprechticheyt, 12-13; cf. Voetius, Den Overtuyghden Cartesiaen, 8, 30, 
and Vermij, The Calvinist Copernicans, 309-13, esp. 312. 

128 Cf. on Hoornbeek Hofmeyr, Johannes Hoornbeeck as polemikus, Brienen, Johannes 
Hoornbeeck; Hofmeyr, “Johannes Hoornbeeck” idem, “Johannes Hoornbeeck’s views.” 
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once his mother-in-law's nephew and a controversial figure for the Voetians. 
With this, as Voetius would later report, he attempted to ensure that in the 
future it would not be the church but the state that had the say over Cartesian 
philosophy.?? Hoornbeeck persisted, however, so that in the end De Witt was 
forced to have the States on 30 September 1656 enact a resolution against “the 
mixing of theology with philosophy and the misuse of the freedom to philos- 
ophize at the expense of Scripture.” The Leiden professors were further- 
more required to curb the spread of Cartesian philosophy. This result satisfied 
Voetius, and he did not refrain from reminding Heidanus of it.!3! Interestingly, 
Heidanus was no less satisfied than Voeitus with this carefully constructed 
compromise document, and in the following years it became evident that 
Cartesian philosophy could in practice be taught virtually unchecked.!3? All 
the same, Heidanus himself eventually did lose his chair when he protested 
against the condemnation of twenty Cartesian and Cocceian theses enacted 
by the Leiden curatorium on 17 January 1676.183 


2.6 Summary 


The preceding overview of the controversy between Voetius and Cartesianism, 
which drew profitably on recent scholarship concerning the reception of 
Cartesianism in the seventeenth century, does not intend to be complete. 
Thus, the late Voetius's reactions against the Scripture-critical positions of the 
Cartesian and Spinozist Lodewijk Meyer (1629-1681) or of Ludwig Wolzogen 
(1633-1690) will only be treated in the relevant sections of part 2 of this study.!3* 


129 Voetius, Verdedichde Oprechticheyt, 13. Cf. Israel, Dutch Republic, 892-94; Van Bunge, 
"Philosophy," 325-26. 

130 The text is printed in Molhuysen, Bronnen tot de geschiedenis, 111, appendix 716. Cf. in 
general McGahagan, "Cartesianism in the Netherlands," 295-307. 

131 Voetius expresses his contentment also by way of an editorial remark in the published 
version of the disputation "De errore et haresi, pars quinta" defended on 8 October 1656 
by Nicolaus Beets (sp 111, 736-59, esp. 741: “Hac ipsa hora, dum hoc scribo, ad manus meas 
pervenit exemplum decreti Illustrissim. et Praepot. DD. Ordinum Hollandiae, quo pericu- 
losae ingeniorum petulantiae Academiam Leidensem praetextu libertatis Philosophicae 
(vere servitutis) nimis proh dolor! hactenus infestanti, fibula imponitur") 

132 Van Bunge, “Philosophy,” 326. 

133 McGahagan, “Cartesianism in the Netherlands,’ 344-74; Dibon, “Der Cartesianismus,” 
372-73. 

134 See below, ch. 3.4; 6.4. Also Voetius's relationship with his colleague Frans Burman (1628- 
1679) cannot be taken into account here; see Broeyer, “Franciscus Burman, een cocce- 
jaan in voetiaans vaarwater”; Broeyer, “Franciscus Burman, een collega met verdachte 
denkbeelden.” 
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Within the confines of this study on Voetius's doctrine of God, the contours of 
the debate have nevertheless been sufficiently sketched out. From the above it 
clearly emerges that Voetius consistently had serious motives for his criticism 
of Descartes and his followers. The oft-repeated depiction — which in the end 
goes back to Descartes himself — according to which Voetius competed against 
the new insights of natural science and philosophy out of a mere conservatism 
and even out of personal and impure motives, is untenable. Furthermore, it is 
evident that the conflict was not between early natural science and orthodox 
faith, and that it instead represented a clash between different epistemologi- 
cal and metaphysical models.!?5 The controversy over Copernicanism was for 
that reason in many respects only an occasion for treating the much deeper 
questions on the relationship between philosophy and theology. It should fur- 
thermore be remarked that the proponents of heliocentrism hardly had any 
scholarly recognized proofs to offer until the time of Newton, and that at the 
time neither the advocates nor the opponents of Copernicanism applied a his- 
torical interpretation of Scripture in the modern sense of the term.!36 

Voetius admired Descartes's capacities as a mathematician, yet rejected his 
geometricising worldview and the heliocentrism dependent on it. Geocentrism 
has admittedly shown to be untenable; however, the same is true of Descartes's 
physical theories (e.g., the vortex theory) and the majority of his principles. 
Entirely in line with this, Christiaan Huygens in spite of his great affinity with 
Cartesianism admitted late in his life that by then he found "almost nothing" in 
all of Descartes's physics, metaphysic, and meteorology that he could “approve 
of as true.”137 

In following Verbeek, we can distinguish three important motives for the 
anti-Cartesian reactions of Voetius and his followers. These motives are all 
connected to the relationship of philosophy and theology. For Voetius, reason 
is not a source of knowledge, but a weak instrument of interpretation in spite 
of its indispensability. God's Word has authority over all of life, and philosophy 
may not rule over theology but must submit itself as ancilla theologiae. In this, 
the limits of human knowledge in this earthly existence must be respected, so 


135 Thus also Vos, “Voetius als reformatorisch wijsgeer”; Vos, “Voetius als gereformeerd wijs- 
geer”; Bac, “De philosophia christiana." Cf. in general also Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality. 

136 On the historical revolution, cf. Mackay, Geschiedenis bij de bron, 29-138. 

137 Huygens, Oeuvres completes, X, 403 (no. 2791): “et à l'heure qu'il est je ne trouve presque 
rien que je puisse approuver comme vray dans toute la physique ni metaphysique, ni 
meteores." See also Dijksterhuis, “Lenses and Waves, 237—249, esp. 237. 
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that learned ignorance (docta ignorantia) is to be preferred to an unsuitable 
and vain curiosity (vana curiositas).199 

The first motive concerns the unity of experience. For Voetius philosophy, 
whether that of Aristotle or of Descartes, is not grounded subjectively in con- 
sciousness or in the reason of individuals, but is embedded in a global and 
universal view on reality which meets the totality of experience and revelation 
and is closely connected with “common sense.” Descartes, in contrast, breaks 
this unity and attempts to match an exaggerated certainty ideal which Voetius 
suspected would finally lead — contrary to initial indications to the contrary — 
to scepticism.1?? 

A second motive is closely related to the first. Voetius held that philosophy 
must take into account the totality of experience, which therefore includes tra- 
dition. Knowledge of the truth develops itself in academic discourse, and thus 
in collisions between different views for which the academic disputation prac- 
tice serves as a model. In this sense "continuity and tradition form the heart 
of the ‘old philosophy." Paradoxically, also Descartes and his followers were 
concerned for the tradition, but they fell back on the historical Aristotle and 
bypassed the process of purification which had resulted from the Christian 
philosophical and theological discourse of the preceding centuries.!*0 

In the third place, Descartes undermines both faith and theology in that 
he rejects the Aristotelian philosophy based in sense experience and purified 
according to revelation, and with that the entire Latin tradition of western 
Europe. Descartes's method of hyperbolic doubt on the one hand neglects the 
partially acquired knowledge, and on the other attempts to raise it excessively 
with the subjective evidence of his notion of clarity and distinction.!^! 

From Voetius's perspective, the potential danger of Cartesianism shows 
itself even more clearly within the framework of the pedagogical context of the 
propaedeutic education of young students. From this perspective the condem- 
nations are also understandable. Nevertheless, largely because of the relatively 
persistent (for that time) politics of toleration, these could hardly impede the 


138 Cf Verbeek, "From 'Learned Ignorance' to Scepticism"; Hoon, "The Understanding of 
Gisbertus Voetius”; Schuurman, “Thou knowest not the works of God." See also below, 
ch. 6.4. 

139 Cf Verbeek, De Wereld van Descartes, 79-80. On Descartes, cf. the second part “The 
Cartesian Experiment" in Gilson, The Unity of Philosophical Experience, 99-176, which is 
still worth reading. 

140 Verbeek, De Wereld van Descartes, 80: “Continuïteit en traditie vormen dus het hart van de 


‘oude filosofie. 
141 Similarly Verbeek, De Wereld van Descartes, 80. 
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progress of “Cartesianism,” even if in terms of content it meant little more than 
“progressive thought,’ as it quickly rose to a leading position.!*? 

In terms of content, especially Voetius's fundamental criticism of the 
nominalist basic structure of Cartesian ontology is remarkable, which, as Han 
van Ruler has convincingly shown, led to a “Crisis of Causality.”!#3 Descartes's 
rejection of the existence of substantial forms had problematic implica- 
tions for the doctrine of God and the relationship of God to his creation. For 
Voetius it not only prevents individual beings from being understood in their 
individuality,!** but also implies that there are only non-essential attributes.!# 
Within such a framework, Voetius's all-important distinction between a nec- 
essary and contingent dimension in the divine attributes becomes untenable, 
and the regulative attributes lose their regulating function.!* Even God's exist- 
ence would no longer be an essential attribute: God would be causa sui.” 
Such a constructivism, with its voluntarist foundation of “eternal truths" 
is incompatible with the structure of Voetius's doctrine of God.'^? However, 
also the interplay between God's acts as first cause with human acts becomes 
impossible, since the rejection of substantial forms removes the causality from 
secondary causes. The ontological basis for a human principle of activity which 
can be related to God's providence and grace becomes untenable, and, as 


142 On the seventeenth century meaning of "Cartesian" as progressive thought, cf. Theo 
Verbeek's instructive preface to Thijssen-Schoute, Nederlands cartesianisme, VII-XI. 
"Aristotelian" on the other hand means something like “sound,” “reliable” or “classic”; cf. 
Vos, Voetius als reformatorisch wijsgeer, esp. 228-29. 

143 Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality. 

144 Verbeek, “Voetius en Descartes," 218: "Voetius' inhoudelijke bezwaren tegen de Nieuwe 
Filosofie gingen vrijwel alle uit van de vrees dat het verwerpen van de ‘vormen’ ertoe 
zou leiden dat de individualiteit van de afzonderlijke zijnden niet langer te begrijpen 
zou zijn." 

145 By the way, the assertion that there are only non-essential attributes is inconsistent. 
If an individual can only have non-essential attributes, then at least this characteris- 
tic is an essential attribute of this individual. Thus also Vos, "Voetius als gereformeerd 
wijsgeer,” 246. 

146 Although the discussion about the existence of forms focused primarily on created forms 
(formae substantiales), the respective position reveals much about the underlying ontol- 
ogy as a whole which inevitably also impacts the doctrine of God. 

147 Revius discussed this problem at great length; see Goudriaan, Jacobus Revius, 26-31, 58-61, 
89-108. Cf. Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 45-46: “It is clear, too, that Descartes under- 
rated the problems connected with his idea of God as ens a se or causa sui.... Despite all 
qualifications the point remained clear: God's being does have a cause." 

148 On Descartes’s voluntarist constructivism, cf. Cf. Alanen and Knuuttila, The Foundations 
of Modality, esp. 11-17. Cf. also Osler, Divine Will and the Mechanical Philosophy, 18-52 and 
Van den Brink, Almighty God, 93—u5. Cf. on Voetius's doctrine of God below, ch. 11.4. 
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Voetius keenly foresaw, would in the end lead either to a pure mono-causality 
of the Creator or else to pantheism. 

The above motives for Voetius's conflict with Cartesianism become even 
clearer from a theological perspective, especially against the background of 
the Counter-Reformation's "two-level theory" which isolates nature and grace 
from each other as a “sub-” and “super-structure.” For Descartes reason func- 
tions as an absolutely independent, natural sub-structure, which makes it 
possible to shape scientific and cultural life without dependence on God's 
grace. Theologians are not to involve themselves in this, but rather to attend to 
their own issues.!^? For Voetius, in contrast, philosophy and theology run par- 
allel to the “two kingdoms theory” in its specifically Reformed version accord- 
ing to which humanity and society are oriented towards the Kingdom of Christ 
and have no right to withdraw themselves from it. Just as God's will is binding 
for church and state, so also for theology and philosophy — and thus for all 
scholarship — knowledge of God insofar as it is mediated to believers in his 
revelation is normative.!50 

In light of this, the relationship to the social-critical piety movement of 
the Nadere Reformatie also becomes evident. The Utrecht Crisis was not 
only interwoven with the affairs surrounding the Marian confraternity in 
's-Hertogenbosch and the problem of ecclesiastical property, but "Cartesians" 
such as Velthuysen, Wittich, and Heidanus formed a group sympathetic to the 
regent politic of Grand Pensionary Johan de Witt that turned itself sharply 
against the reforming efforts of the Nadere Reformatie. While for Voetians 
philosophy is to be directed to theology and the state to the church, for the 
Cartesian circle these two domains are to be separated from each other. Here 
we also see an important ground for the so-called Cartesian-Cocceian alliance, 
which among others also formed a front against the Nadere Reformatie in the 
Sabbath controversy?! This Cartesian-Cocceian alliance was of course essen- 
tially orthodox in terms of the Canons of Dort. The situation was entirely dif- 
ferent for the Cartesian-republican alliance, a marginal phenomenon in the 
1660s during the “stadholderless era,” in which a number of rather extreme 
thinkers strove for a reform of Reformed theology out of political motives. In 
the radical adoption of a republican interpretation of Hobbes's theory of the 
state, they attempted to reduce Christian teaching to a "clear and distinct" 


149 Vos, “Voetius als gereformeerd wijsgeer,’ 247, with a reference to Descartes's Lettre à Dinet 
(Verbeek, La Querelle d'Utrecht, 125—51). On the "two-level-theory" in Descartes, cf. Bac, 
“De philosophia christiana," 47-52; Hübner, Glaube und Denken, 388-93; and cf. below, 
ch. 6.3. 

150 Vos, "Voetius als gereformeerd wijsgeer,” 248, and cf. Conring, Kirche und Staat. 

151 Cf Van Bunge, “Philosophy,” 311-12, and see below, ch. 3.2. 
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basis uniting all confessions.!?? If Wittich and Heidanus still carefully sepa- 
rated philosophy and theology, here philosophy and state had come to rule 
theology and church. Even if that radical and new orientation clearly was not 
able to win acceptance for itself everywhere, it is still most clear that Voetius 
had good reason to be concerned. 

152 Thus Franciscus van den Enden (1602-1674) and similarly Adriaan Koerbagh (1632-1669), 


Lodewijk Meyer, and partly also Spinoza; see Van Bunge, “Philosophy,” 332-44, esp. 333; cf. 
Wielema, The March of the Libertines. 


CHAPTER 3 


Other Controversies 


34 Introduction 


In addition to the debates with Jansenius and the Remonstrants treated in 
the first chapter, and the confrontation with Cartesianism as outlined in chap- 
ter two, Voetius also became involved in disputes with Cocceius (chapter 3.2), 
Maresius (chapter 3.3), and Labadie (chapter 3.4). These six debates or con- 
flicts are together not only decisive for the context of Voetius's theology, but 
give insight into Voetius's view of theology and aspects of his doctrine of 
God as well. For that reason, the last three debates mentioned above likewise 
deserve to be treated. 


3.2 The Cocceian Controversy 


In 1665 Voetius became involved in an intense dispute with Cocceianism. Given 
the partial Cartesian-Cocceian alliance which developed soon after Heidanus 
managed in 1650 to have the famous and ingenious philologer and theologian 
Johannes Cocceius (1603-1669) leave Franeker for Leiden, the fact that such a 
dispute broke out is hardly surprising.! 


1 Asdistinguished from Voetius, Cocceius's theology is — in contrast to his biography — compar- 
atively well explored. I only mention Schrenk, Gottesreich und Bund; McCoy, "The Covenant 
Theology of Johannes Cocceius"; Faulenbach, Weg und Ziel; Faulenbach, “Gijsbert Voetius”; 
Van Asselt, Amicitia Dei; Van Asselt, Federal Theology of Cocceius. On Cocceius's biogra- 
phy, see now Van Asselt, “Johannes Coccejus”; Lee, Johannes Cocceius; cf. also Carmichael, 
A Continental View. It is generally assumed that whereas Cocceius cannot be characterized 
as a Cartesian, in his environment there emerged an alliance between Cartesianism and 
Cocceianism which is said to have had an impact until well into the eighteenth century. 
Such an alliance is attributed to Cocceius's friend and colleague Heidanus, his pupils (one of 
which was Heidanus's son in law Frans Burman), as well as other sympathizers like Christoph 
Wittich and Balthasar Bekker (1634-1698). Cf. McGahagan, "Cartesianism in the Netherlands,” 
308-9, 330-31, 344—45, 362—70; Van Asselt, Federal Theology of Cocceius, 72-105, esp. 81-86; 
Van der Wall, “Cartesianism and Cocceianism”; and on the issue as a whole Broeyer and Van 
der Wall, Richtingenstrijd. The question arises, however, whether the assumption of such an 
alliance and the related "factional dispute" is not an anachronistic construction. For instance, 
some more recent research on Burman suggests that his thought is closer to Voetius than 
previously assumed; cf. Broeyer, "Franciscus Burman, een coccejaan in voetiaans vaarwater”; 
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The grounds for the Cartesian-Cocceian alliance are complex and cannot, as 
Emanuel Hirsch suggested, be readily ascribed to a *law of history" (Gesetz der 
Geschichte) according to which in a period of transition one new thing natu- 
rally attracts another.” It was rather so that Cocceius's refusal to subject himself 
to Aristotelianism represented for Cartesian theologians a welcome connec- 
tion with their separation between philosophy and theology. Furthermore, 
Cocceius shared the sympathy of Cartesian theologians for the “republican” 
regents, and for that reason sided with them in the Sabbath controversy against 
the Voetians who were more on the side of the house of Orange. It was thus 
hardly coincidental that, following William 111’s triumph on 7 January 1676, 
the discussion of 23 Cartesian and Cocceian theses was forbidden in Leiden.^ 

Cocceius himself had no links with Cartesianism. In his Collationes de foedere 
et testament Dei (Franeker, 1648; later: Summa doctrinae de foedere et testa- 
mento) he set out his seminal covenant theology, which he joined in an original 
way to the “friendship with God"-model (amicitia Dei). Following such theo- 
logians as Heinrich Bullinger (1504-1575), Caspar Olevianus (1536-1587), and 
Matthias Martinius (1572-1630), Cocceius there distinguished the covenant of 
works ( foedus operum) established in Paradise with Adam as representative 
of the whole human race, from the covenant of grace ( foedus gratiae) which 
draws fallen humanity back into friendship with God. This covenant of grace 
is in turn grounded in an eternal, intra-Trinitarian agreement between Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit (pactum salutis).6 With his so-called “doctrine of abro- 
gations" Cocceius showed how in five stages the covenant of works was abol- 
ished and gradually abrogated by the covenant of grace (abrogatio; abolitio).” 


Broeyer, “Franciscus Burman, een collega met verdachte denkbeelden.” Cf. also Mangold, 
“Salomon van Til,” 339-42. 

Hirsch, Geschichte der neueren evangelischen Theologie, 1, 237-44, esp. 244. 

Cf. Van der Bijl, “De tweedracht van voetianen en coccejanen in politiek perspectief”; Van der 
Wall, "De coccejaanse theoloog Petrus Allinga.” 

4 See the list in McGahagan, "Cartesianism in the Netherlands, 344-45. Van den Berg, 
“Stroomlandschap,” supposes that there were clearly distinguishable networks of Voetian 
and Cocceian theologians which existed at least for another century and developed into var- 
ious sub-branches. On this issue as a whole, see Broeyer and Van der Wall, Richtingenstrijd. 

5 Cocceius, Summa doctrinae. 

6 Van Asselt, Federal Theology of Cocceius, 227-87. 

Cocceius, Summa doctrinae, § 58: “Abolitio autem Legis sive Foederis Operum hisce gradi- 
bus procedit. Antiquatur 1. quoad possibilitatem vivificandi, per Peccatum [cf. $8 58-70]. 2. 
quoad damnationem, per Christum in Promissione propositum et fide apprehensum [- per 
foedus Gratiae, cf. §§ 71-274]. 3. quoad terrorem, sive efficientiam metus mortis et servitu- 
tis, per Promulgationem foederis Novi, facta peccati expiatione.... [cf. $$ 275-537] 4. quoad 
luctam cum peccato, per Mortem Corporis [cf. $8 538-609]. 5. quoad effecta omnia, per 
Resurrectionem ex mortuis [cf. $8 609-50]." 
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As Willem van Asselt has shown, the abrogations should not be characterized 
either mainly horizontally in terms of salvation history or mainly vertically in 
terms of the ordo salutis and Christology, but rather with the pneumatological 
friendship concept which unites the two (amicitia Dei).8 

Whatever may appear to have been the case in light of the greater part 
of older scholarship, this federal theology was not at the centre of Voetius's 
conflict with Cocceianism. This was, however, suggested by scholars as Isaak 
Dorner, who argued that Reformed orthodoxy was defined by an "absolutely 
rigid divine counsel,” which Cocceius broke through “decisively” with his cov- 
enant concept.? According to Dorner, the main objection which the orthodox 
theologians in turn levelled against Cocceius was that he with his disparage- 
ment of the Old Testament "introduced changes in the divine, in the immuta- 
bility of the divine counsel"? Similarly, Charles McCoy argued that Cocceius 
and Herman Witsius (1636-1708) softened the rigorous scholastic predestinar- 
ianism of Reformed orthodoxy through their biblical federal theology and thus 
attacked — note the anachronism here — the problem of the central dogma 
of decretal theology.! Over against such depictions, it must be noted that the 
orthodox-Reformed doctrine of the decrees does not represent a static central 
dogma restrained by necessitarian thinking. Likewise, Cocceius in his doc- 
trine of God and the decrees did not depart in any significant measure from 
the decisions of Dort or the theology commonly held among the Reformed.!? 
The difference between Cocceius and Voetius is also surprisingly small when it 
comes to their rejection or application of scholastic method.!^ Arguably, some 
of the older scholarship tended to project Johann Philipp Gabler's conception 


Van Asselt, Federal Theology of Cocceius, 291-321. 

Dorner, Geschichte der protestantischen Theologie, 456-59, esp. 457: “so durchbricht doch 
der Begriff des Bundes bereits entscheidend die unbeweglich starre Sichselbstgleichheit 
des góttlichen Rathschlusses." 

io Dorner Geschichte der protestantischen Theologie, 459: "Der Hauptvorwurf war..., 
daß er das alte Testament herabsetze und … eben damit in das Göttliche, in die 
Unveränderlichkeit des göttlichen Rathschlusses Veränderung hineintrage.” 

11 McCoy, “The Covenant Theology of Johannes Cocceius,” 136-37, 276-319; McCoy, 
“Johannes Cocceius,” 364-69; likewise Baker, “Bullinger and the Covenant," 199-215 and 
Graafland, Van Calvijn tot Comrie, 111, 279-324 (esp. 323-24). For similar remarks regard- 
ing the so-called "German Reformed school" influenced by Melanchthon, see Heppe, 
Dogmatik des deutschen Protestantismus, 1, 139—204. 

12 Muller, After Calvin, 63-66, 94-99; ibid., PRRD, I, 447-52; Beck, “Basic Features"; Beck and 
Vos, "Conceptual Patterns Related to Reformed Scholasticism." 

13 Mouller, After Calvin, 13, 99-101; Van Asselt, Federal Theology of Cocceius, 197-218; Van 
Asselt, “Cocceius Anti-Scholasticus?,” 245-50; Beck, “Rationalität und Scholastik,” 277-83. 

14 This difference is exaggerated by Van der Flier, Specimen historico-theologicum; against 
this Van Asselt, "Cocceius Anti-Scholasticus?" 
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of a “biblical theology" independent of “dogmatic theology" anachronistically 
back onto the seventeenth century. 

Such a contrast between two basic forms of theology (i.e., Cocceian fed- 
eral theology vs. Voetian scholasticism) is also problematic given that Voetius, 
unlike Heidanus, was not entirely alien to federal theology as such.!6 He thus 
distinguished between a covenant of works or creation ( foedus naturae et cre- 
ationis) and a covenant of grace ( foedus gratiae et redemptionis), and while 
within the latter the old and new covenants do not differ substantially, a dis- 
tinction can still be drawn in terms of their dispensation, promulgation, and 
presentation. Furthermore, within the new covenant Voetius could also dis- 
cern a successive variation and an expansion (successiva variatio et incremen- 
tum) from the birth of Christ to his death, as well as a progression (progressus), 
growth, and completion and fulfilment of this dispensation from the death 
of Christ through his resurrection and ascension to the sending of the Holy 
Spirit." In this sense he could also speak of the abrogation (abrogatio) of the 
ceremonial law and of the old dispensation, and of the beginning of the new 
testament in the coming of Christ. Voetius, as Witsius also noted, likewise 
taught the pactum salutis, even though he did not go into it at length.!? A final 
circumstance that undermines a rigid opposition between two basic forms of 
theology is that Cocceius's particular five-phase theory of abrogations was not 
taken over by his “Cocceian”-students.20 


15 Muller, PRRD, I1, 121-23. 

16 — Heidanus rejected the covenant of works; thus Van Itterzon, “Heydanus,’ 242; cf. Cramer, 
Abraham Heidanus, 53-54. 

17  SDIV,19 (defended on 23 February 1656). 

18 SD IV, 20: “Hinc constat qua cum limitatione accipiendum sit, quod vulgo dicitur, de 
abrogata Lege Ceremoniali ac dispensatione veteri, et de inchoata novo Testamento in 
adventu Christi." Voetius also treats the doctrine of the covenant in Voetius, Syllabus prob- 
lematum, lizv-Kkav; Catechisatie, 162—65, 237-42. Why Graafland, Van Calvijn tot Comrie, 
passes over Voetius's treatment of covenant theology is unexplainable (see, however, 
II, 328, n. 7). Yet, aside from his Proeve van de Cracht der Godtsalicheyt (1628), Voetius 
does not treat the doctrine of predestination more extensively than the doctrine of the 
covenant. 

19 Witsius, De oeconomia foederum Dei cum hominibus 11, cap. 2, par. 16 (114), cites Voetius 
as a proponent of the pactum salutis; cf. Voetius, sp 11, 16 (defended on 3 July 1650): 
"Subjectus fuit [Christus] pro nobis legi speciali de exolutione debiti nostri per poenas 
condignas, qua Mediator et Sponsor noster, juxta foedus cum Patre initum." Cf. also sp 1, 
480. In addition, Witsius, ibid., mentions Arminius, Amesius, Gomarus, Cloppenburch, 
Essenius and John Owen. Cf. on Witsius Van Genderen, Herman Witsius, and on the pac- 
tum salutis Loonstra, Verkiezing — verzoening — verbond (Loonstra does not mention the 
reference in Voetius). 

20 Probably the only exception is Frans Burman, whose dogmatics differ less from that of 
Voetius than one would expect; cf. Broeyer, "Franciscus Burman, een coccejaan in voet- 
iaans vaarwater”; Broeyer, “Franciscus Burman, een collega met verdachte denkbeelden.” 
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The conflict between Voetius and Cocceius rather concerned a specific 
aspect of the latter's federal theology, namely, the justification of the patri- 
archs or saints in the Old Testament. This question is in turn connected to the 
Sabbath controversy in which Cocceius became involved in 1658. Since there 
is a salvation historical difference between the justification of Old Testament 
and New Testament believers, so Cocceius argued, the Ten Commandments 
will be valid in a different way for believers under the New Testament than 
under the Old. 

On 11 May 1658 Cocceius's friend and colleague Heidanus had a student 
defend the theses De Sabbatho et die dominica. These theses, which were trans- 
lated into Dutch that very same year, identified the fourth commandment as 
ceremonial. The reform-oriented adherents of the Nadere Reformatie under- 
stood these theses to imply that the Sabbath command was likewise held to be 
abolished, also in view of the way Heidanus and Cocceius resisted the puritan- 
ical Sabbath observance of Voetian “praecisitas.”?! 

This led to a heated pamphlet war which also involved the Voetians Essenius 
(Utrecht) and Hoornbeeck (by then in Leiden). In a work written under the 
pseudonym Nathanael Johnson, Cocceius was even accused of Socinianism. In 
the end, the States of Holland and West Friesland stepped in and forbade fur- 
ther debate on the Sabbath question. After a period of relative quiet, the con- 
troversy flared up once again in 1665 through the actions taken by Heidanus's 
son-in-law Frans Burman, who had by that time exchanged Leiden for Utrecht. 
In this second phase, Cocceius came into a heavy conflict with Maresius.?? 

The debates between Voetius and Cocceius finally came in the third phase. 
On 10 June, 30 September, and 7 October 1666, Voetius had the Hungarian 
native Stephanus Eszeki defend Problema aliquot de justificatione, a comple- 
ment to a series of disputations begun in 1652.23 In them, Voetius did not name 
Cocceius but officially directed himself against the Socinian Johannes Crellius 


21 Duker, Voetius, 11, 207-310; Visser, De Geschiedenis van den Sabbatsstrijd, 121-233; cf. also 
Carmichael, A Continental View, 95-113; Dieleman, The Battle for the Sabbath, 10-12. With 
this assessment Voetians failed to do justice (at least) to Cocceius. Cocceius interpreted 
the fourth commandment as a typological reference to the rest obtained in Christ's work, 
by which Sunday observance is qualified, and the purely ceremonial or legal aspect, 
which belongs to the covenant of works, is superseded. I am indebted to the late Prof. 
Willem van Asselt for making me aware of this issue. 

22 Visser, De Geschiedenis van den Sabbatsstrijd, 160-83. Cf. on the sabbath controversy 
also Duker, Voetius, 11, 206-29; Steenblok, Voetius en de Sabbat; Faulenbach, “Coccejus, 
Johannes,” 135-37; Van Asselt, "Coccejus, Johannes," 95-97; and especially Carmichael, A 
Continental View. 

23 SD V, 301-8, 300-319; 319-31; and cf. v, 277-82, 283-92, 293-300. On this phase espe- 
cially, cf. Duker, Voetius, 11, 222-29; Van Asselt, “Voetius en Coccejus”; Van Asselt, Federal 
Theology of Cocceius, 28—29. 
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(1590-1633) who claimed that the patriarchs and saints of the Old Testament 
had only reached an imperfect state of justification. A battery of arguments was 
launched particularly against Cocceius's view that under the Old Testament dis- 
pensation, sins were only passed over (ztápectg or transmissio vel praetermissio 
peccatorum) and not really forgiven as they were in the New Testament (gesig 
or remissio peccatorum).?* Cocceius felt himself attacked and that same year 
defended his doctrine of justification in clear distinction from the Socinians 
with the treatise Moreh Nebochim: Utilitas distinctionis duorum vocabulorum 
scripturae, IIAPEXEOX et ABEXEOS (“Guide to the Perplexed: The Usefulness 
of the Distinction between the Two Words of Scripture paresis and aphesis”; 
Leiden, 1666).25 It did not escape Voetius that the “guide to the perplexed” was 
a reference to himself, so that he responded with a five-part disputation series 
on Psalms 103:3 (*he who forgives all your sins and heals all your diseases").26 
He argued that David, who functioned here virtually as a case example for Old 
Testament believers, had received complete forgiveness of sins which did not 
differ substantially from the forgiveness obtained by New Testament believers. 
Voetius once again did not name his opponent, but Cocceius himself would 
remark to Frans Burman that he had been put on stage as a fictive opponent. 
After that, Cocceius no longer responded publicly.?7 

In contrast to Cocceius, Voetius thus rejected a salvation historical develop- 
ment from Old Testament to New Testament times in respect to the forgiveness 
of sins. The difference between them cannot, however, be traced back either 
to Voetius's doctrine of God or the decrees, or else his application of scholastic 
method as if this method as such presented an obstacle to salvation historical 
thought.?® This observation fits also with the otherwise puzzling circumstance 
that Voetius had no problems with the similarly salvation historical approach 
of his good friend Johannes Cloppenburch.?? 


24 SD V,301-3 (passim). For this distinction, Cocceius invoked Rom. 3:25 and Heb. 10:18; cf. 
Cocceius, Summa doctrinae, § 353, and his commentaries on Romans and Hebrews. 

25 The rest of the title reads: Ad illustrationem doctrinae de justificatione et reducendos ab 
errore Judaeos, Socinianos, Pontificios, demonstrata a Johanne Coccejo (Leiden, 1666). This 
extremely rare work is found in the Staats- und Universitátsbibliothek Bremen. It is also 
included in Cocceius, Opera omnia, vol. v11 (separate pagination). For a detailed discus- 
sion, see Lee, Johannes Cocceius, 156—65. 

26 SD V, 339-82. These disputations were defended between 8 December 1666 and 1 May 
1667 by different respondents, two of whom were Hungarians. 

27 Van Asselt, “Voetius en Coccejus,” 35. 

28 In his late works, Van Asselt expressed himself more cautiously regarding this issue than 
back in 1988 and 1989. 

29 Cf. Van Asselt, Federal Theology of Cocceius, 28-29. 


OTHER CONTROVERSIES 97 


There are also interesting points of agreement and disagreement between 
these two leading seventeenth-century Reformed theologians in their views 
on the question of the Jews and on Islam.3° Also worth noting is that in the 
year Cocceius passed away (1669), he together with Voetius as well as Samuel 
Maresius (1599-1673) in brotherly unity drew up a nuanced report on a ques- 
tion of family ethics.?! Finally, in 1664 each of these three so varied characters 
wrote to their contacts in Zurich with the same plea to end the persecution of 
the Anabaptists there.?? 


3.3 The Controversy with Maresius and the Magistracy 


The contentious Maresius, like Voetius and Cocceius, numbers among the most 
significant Reformed theologians of the seventeenth century.?? Beginning with 
Christian Sepp, Samuel Maresius is commonly identified as one of the lead- 
ing representatives of the so-called "theologia traditiva" which followed in the 
line of Theodore Beza and defended the orthodoxy of Dort.?^ His Collegium 
theologicum (Groningen, 1645) was also one of the most influential textbooks 
of the era.?5 Nevertheless, Maresius became involved in a bitter controversy 
with Voetius. 

As was the case with Cocceianism, the polemics with Maresius were from 
the beginning connected to his opposition to the Nadere Reformatie's reform 
movement as it was propagated by Voetius. In this, Maresius had placed 


3o Cf Van Campen, “Voetius en Coccejus over de Joden”; Van Campen, Gans Israël; Van 
Asselt, "De islam"; Van Amersfoort and Van Asselt, Liever Turks dan Paaps? Cf. the quite 
positive evaluation of Voetius' position by Steenbrink, Dutch Colonialism, 49—54, and esp. 
Joosse, “De islamvisie"; Joosse, “Gisbertus Voetius.” 

31 Van Asselt, “Voetius en Coccejus,” 37. 

32 De Jong, Nederlandse kerkgeschiedenis, 245; on Voetius, see Nauta, “Drie brieven van 
Gisbertus Voetius,” 198-202; De Jong, “Voetius en de tolerantie,’ esp. 114-15. 

33 Cf. Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte des Protestantismus, 111, 392: "Neben Voet ragte in den 
mittleren Jahrzehnten des 17. Jahrhunderts als Hort und Leuchte der niederländischen 
Orthodoxie Samuel Maresius in Groningen hervor" Cf on Maresius Nauta, Samuel 
Maresius; Nauta, "Maresius, Samuel"; Verbeek et al., The Correspondence of René Descartes, 
279-82. 

34 Van den Berg, “Stroomlandschap,” 16-18; cf. Sepp, Het Godgeleerd onderwijs, 11, 78, and cf. 
IL, 353; III, 371. On the theologia traditiva, see Veltkamp, Walcherse Artikelen; Van Asselt 
et al., Introduction to Reformed Scholasticism, 143-45. 

35 The original edition of the Collegium theologicum is very rare. It is mentioned in the cat- 
alogues of the Bibliothèque nationale de France, the Universitäts- und Landesbibliothek 
Düsseldorf, and the Staatsbibliothek in Berlin (although in the latter it is marked as war 
loss). I used: Maresius, Collegium theologicum, 4th ed. (Groningen, 1659). 
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himself on the side of the regents.?9 The occasion for this controversy, which 
Nauta divided into eleven different phases, was not the Sabbath controversy 
but rather the matter concerning the 's-Hertogenbosch Marian confrater- 
nity (Illustere Lieve-Vrouwe-Broederschap) founded in 1318.3’ When, following 
a request from a fellow pastor in the capital of Brabant, Voetius in May 1642 
expressed criticisms against the practice of Reformed dignitaries who joined 
the Catholic Confraternitas Mariae in ’s-Hertogenbosch,?® Maresius who then 
served as rector to the Latin school there spoke out in their defence.?? Maresius 
in fact had reasons to do this, since not only the provost and archdeacon of the 
capital of Oudmunster but also three elders from the small Walloon church 
pastored by Maresius participated in this lucrative practice. In March 1643 
Voetius published an extensive refutation, whose arguments Maresius appears 
hardly to have addressed.^? Instead, he appears secretly to have passed the 
proofs of Voetius's work on to Descartes. 

The second through fifth phases of the controversy were formed by the 
affair surrounding the authorship of the Admiranda methodus (1643), which 
had been commissioned against Descartes by Voetius but largely authored by 
Martin Schoock, and to which the philosopher was able to respond immedi- 
ately with a most cutting Epistola ad Voetium through the galley proofs he had 
illegally obtained.^! In this context, Maresius hardly distinguished between 
Voetius and his son Paulus, who in this phase was most involved in the debates 
with Maresius. Although Maresius seemed to be out for reconciliation, it is sus- 
pected that he at that very point in time played a role in the infamous satire with 
a title playing on Voetius's name (Pedis et pediculi dialogus; 's-Hertogenbosch, 
1646) which appeared soon after?? Voetius nobly kept himself at a dis- 
tance during this fifth phase of controversy which was almost entirely "circa 
personalia.73 All the same, in 1646 he in his well-known six-part disputa- 
tion series De theologia practica responded to the accusations of a supposed 


36 Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 280. 

37 Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 240—282, esp. 241-44, 172-183. Cf. Duker, Voetius, 11, 86-131; 
Van Dijck, De Bossche Optimaten; Verbeek et al., The Correspondence of René Descartes, 
193-201. 

38 . Voetius, SD III, 234-316. 

39  Maresius, Defensio pietatis et synceritatis optimatum Sylvae-Ducensium. 

40 Voetius, Specimen assertionum; cf. Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 241. 

41 Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 244—50; see above, ch. 2.3. 

42 Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 249. “Pes” is the Latin equivalent for Dutch “voet”; “pediculus” is 
the diminutive form. Voetius's family arms depicts a naked foot. 

43 Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 254. The predominantly personal accusations were already 
introduced in the third phase by Maresius, Ultima patientia tandem expugnat (Groningen, 
1645). 
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extreme or legalistic precisionism on his part.** Maresius would characterize 
these as "disputationes diabolicae.”* When in that same year Voetius, together 
with his Utrecht colleagues Carolus de Maets and Johannes Hoornbeeck, pub- 
lished a polemical work against the Lombards' or "Trapezists" practice of usury, 
Maresius felt himself to be once more under attack, and this although it was 
specifically in its attacks on a practice that benefited the Utrecht patricians by 
exploiting the already poor that the Nadere Reformatie positively displayed the 
social-ethical dimension of its reform movement.^9 

The sixth phase consisted in a period of peace, until Voetius in the pref- 
ace to volume one of the Selectae disputationes theologicae explicitly drew 
up a list of the objections Maresius had levelled against him and addressed 
them.*” Maresius, too, took up the battle axe once more, this time in a struggle 
which was now finally *circa realia" and no longer merely personal. In 1647 he 
published an Expostulatio ad Voetium whose long title already referred to the 
apparent “paradoxes” in Voetius's theology, so that the latter would from that 
point in time onwards be known to Maresius as the "theologus paradoxus,” 
notwithstanding the fact that the two agreed on the fundamental articles of 
the faith.*? Subsequently, Voetius without naming Maresius published his 
twelve-part series of Disputationes theologicae de selectis quibusdam problem- 
atis between 14 October and 22 December 1648, and there addressed the most 
important points which his opponent had identified as “paradoxa.”*® Voetius 
distinguished no less than 47 catagoremata, most of which went back to his 
Syllabus problematum theologicorum (1643), the latter being largely a long list 


44 SD III, 1-59; translated in Beardslee, Reformed dogmatics, 265-334. 

45 Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 254. 

46 Voetius, De Maets, and Hoornbeeck, Res judicata. The first edition (Utrecht, 1646) is 
found in the Bibliothèque Nationale de France, and the second edition from 1657 in the 
British Library. This treatise was directed against Ordonnantie ende reglement; cf. Duker, 
Voetius, 11, 284-87; Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 293-98. On the same issue, cf. SD IV, 555-89, 
and Weber, Reformation, Orthodoxie und Rationalismus, 11, 82-83, who, on the one hand, 
emphasizes Voetius's socio-ethical “Mahnung an die Verantwortung der Liebe," but, on 
the other hand, also highlights the openness to the “Eigengesetzlichkeit der Wirtschaft" 
of the “Führer der reformierten Hochorthodoxie in den 'kapitalistischen' Niederlanden." 
Cf. also Weber, "Die Protestantische Ethik," esp. 74; Van Lieburg, De Nadere Reformatie, 87, 
and especially Van Asselt, “A Grievous Sin." 

47  SDI, ***2v—****** 2r; 1157-68. Cf. Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 255-58. 

48  Maresius, Expostulatio ad D. G. Voetium ... de violata fide publica, editione epistolae viru- 
lentissimae quam nuper emisit Ultrajecti sub nomine Is. Chabanaei, cum brevi ejusdem epis- 
tolae confutatione, et paradoxorum quae D. Voetius in theologia fovet specimine (Groningen, 
1647), available in the Bibliothéque Nationale de France. Cf. Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 
258-59. 

49 SDV,572-716. 
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of questions which were carefully structured according to a detailed dogmatic 
framework.®° Although Voetius in the aforementioned series of disputations 
at times engages in occasional polemics and displays his typical baroque-like 
long windedness, its treatment of theological problems functions partly as a 
direct commentary on the Syllabus whose answers come in the form of mere 
sigla.5! For the doctrine of God, the following “paradoxa,” which Voetius will 
largely defend only with the appropriate nuances, are the most important: 


(1) that God was somewhere before creation; 


(2) that, on the basis of the divine omnipresence, there exists outside of this 

world spatia imaginaria; 

— (3) that the unity of the world cannot be proven by natural reason (per 
rationem naturalem); 

— (4)thata number of attributes exist as it were in a second dimension (in esse 
secundo) or accidentally in God; 

— (5) that things are not known by God because they are so, but rather that 
they are so because he knows them; 

— (6) that God knows future contingent states of affairs neither in his ideas, 
nor in their causes, nor immediately in himself, 

— (10a) that the Father cannot be considered the origin (principium) of the 
entire godhead; 

— (10b) that, aside from God's mere good pleasure, only unsuitable grounds 
can be adduced on account of which grace is extended to people and not to 
the devil; 

— (u) that God can condemn someone without any foreknowledge of sin, and 
before any decree to permit sin; 

— (12) that the object of election to salvation is not fallen and wretched man; 

— (15) that not all moral commandments of the Decalogue are part of divine 
natural right, and that not all practical axioms which can be recognized by 
the light of nature belong to it, either; 

— (19) that God does not know universals as such; 

— (20) that it is not an entirely certain and true axiom that God can know 

what man is able to discover without deception; 


50 Cf. Kuyper, D Gysberti Voetii Selectarum disputationum fasciculus, xxi-xxiii, for a list of all 
categoremata, in which Kuyper took into account that there is no "tertiodecimum cate- 
gorema,” but failed to note that there are two "decimum categorema,” and below, ch. 4.3, 
for the Syllabus. The connection with the Syllabus seems to have escaped Nauta's atten- 
tion; cf. Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 260-61. 

51 A similar observation can be made with respect to most of the disputations included 
in SD V which on various places rather openly respond to Maresius's all-out attack on 
Voetius's Syllabus. 
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— (24) that the term “body” in its broader meaning cannot be applied to God, 
even if “body” can point to the true substance of things as opposed to a pure 
"mental image" (phantasma) or empty accident; 

— (27) that the Father eternally and continually generates the Son.” 

Other noteworthy theses which would play a role in the further debates are: 

— (7) that Christ after his resurrection did not really eat; 

— (16) that Christ is not to be worshiped in his quality as a Mediator (qua 
Mediatorem); 

— (17) that it is possible to say that the elect are justified before their birth; 

— (18) that the children of excommunicated parents should not be baptized; 

— (26)that no judgment can be made concerning contradictions in matters of 
faith through the light of reason; 

— (29)that the thetical statements of Job's friends in the Bible are not author- 
itative, that is, are not to be understood as such as God's Word; 

— (41) that the former property of the papal clergy in the Netherlands (in 
Belgio) should in no way be alienated, secularized, or transferred except for 
sacred and religious use.53 

Voetius's fondness for the Imitatio Christi of Thomas à Kempis had also been 

attacked by Maresius, and he responded accordingly.5+ 

Maresius answered in 1649 with a lengthy polemical work entitled Theologus 
paradoxus, whose unflattering title alone identifies the target of its attack.55 
With it, the number of objectionable paradoxes increased to no less than one 
hundred, but substantively no new insights were added.56 Voetius himself did 
not respond. 

More interesting is the debate concerning the object of predestination 
which formed the high point of the eighth phase of the controversy. After 
Maresius had begun teaching at Groningen as Gomarus's successor in 1643, 
one of his students left for Utrecht where he defended the legitimacy of supra- 
lapsarianism in a disputation on 31 October 1649. Furthermore, the student 
revealed that Maresius had in his private lectures depicted infralapsarianism 


52 SD V,574—89, 598-609, 615-22, 628-30, 632-33. Cf. below, ch. 7.5-7.7; 8.2; 8.3; 9.3. 

53 | SD V, 589-92, 609-15, 631-32, 634-40, 662-75. Cf. below, ch. 6.4. 

54 SD V, 708-713. Cf. above, n. 31. 

55 Maresius, Theologus paradoxus retectus et refutatus, sive Samuelis Maresii exercitationes 
aliquot academicae, oppositae duodecim paradoxis disputationibus contra ipsum habitis 
in Lyceo Ultrajectino, authore et praeside Gisberto Voetio (Groningen, 1649). This volume 
is a collection of disputations including a dedicatio of 8 pages, a polemical praefatio of 
43 pages and the main text of 318 pages. The following accusation is interesting: "Solet 
enim hic homo pro Scholasticorum ingenio fere pluris facere, Aristotelem quam Mosem, 
Scotus quam Iohannem, Thomam quam Paulum" (*4v). 

56 C£ Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 260-62. 
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as the only acceptable variant of predestination in view of Dort. Maresius 
became furious and defended himself in an Apologia." After this, the editors 
of Gomarus's Opera omnia included a hitherto unpublished disputation on the 
object of predestination from Gomarus in order to defend Voetius.°® The dis- 
putation is followed by a long discussion containing both historical and the- 
ological arguments intended to show that Gomarus's supralapsarianism does 
not contradict the Canons of Dort. The extent to which Voetius himself was 
involved in the publication of this disputation is not entirely clear. Whatever 
the case may have been, he attempted to bring the supra- and infralapsarian 
views together by noting the value of each of these perspectives as such.9? 
Maresius thought this solution to be at once inconclusive and inconsequent.®° 
For that reason, he through the publication of Gomarus's disputation felt him- 
self forced to write a new polemical work.®! 

The last four phases of the controversy, which we will treat together here, 
were marked by the long road leading to the eventual reconciliation of these 
two theologians.°? First in 1646, but especially from 1650 on, a number of syn- 
ods attempted to bring mediation. Especially Maresius heaped one polemical 
work upon the other, and, based in Groningen, threw himself into the battle 
which the Utrecht consistory under Voetius's leadership waged for a legitimate 
use of the former “clerical property" At the centre stood the wealth of five 
Utrecht chapters, which was secularized after the Reformation and fell into the 
hands of influential patricians.? Since these goods were originally intended 
for spiritual ends, Voetius and his colleagues considered this practice to be 
an alienation of the patrimonium Christi from its goal, and a "grievous sin” 
Following a number of precarious sermons, the consistory forged an agreement 
with the vroedschap according to which Voetius would draw up a report on the 
affair. On 1 March 1645 he delivered his Theologisch Advys to the vroedschap, 


57 The Apologia trimembris pro decisione Synodi Nationalis Dodracenae de objecto praedesti- 
nationis was the second part of Maresius, Xenia academica (Groningen, 1650). Cf. Nauta, 
Samuel Maresius, 262-63, 285-90; Van Itterzon, Franciscus Gomarus, 314-17. 

58 Gomarus, De divinae praedestinationis hominum objecto, Amsterdam, 1650. 

59 SDV, 602-7; cf. SD I, 354-57; II, 384; 111, zu. Cf. below, ch. 11.4, n. 85. 

6o Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 286. 

61 Maresius, Epistola ant-apologetica pro Synodi nationalis Dordracenae judicio De objecto 
praedestinationis (Groningen, 1651). Cf. Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 263. Nauta fails to men- 
tion the Disputatio theologica de praedestinatione hominum (Groningen, 1650), defended 
under Maresius by David D. Blair. 

62 Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 264—77. 

63  Ifollow Trimp, Jodocus van Lodensteyn, 67-73; Van Lieburg, De Nadere Reformatie, 57-58. 
Cf. more recently Perlot, “De Staten van Utrecht," 20-24; Van Asselt, “Voetius contra de 
regenten”; idem, “A Grievous Sin.” 
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which it placed ad acta without reading it. Not until 1653 did one of Voetius's 
friends have this work, whose contents had in the meantime become known, 
published in Amsterdam.€* For that reason it was possible for Voetius's former 
friend Martin Schoock, who by that time taught in Groningen, to publish a 
response together with Maresius even before Voetius's report appeared in 
print.6° Schoock and Martinus applied legal arguments; for Voetius, in con- 
trast, the question of the "clerical property" was an ethical matter. It was not 
a question of ius fori, but rather ius poli. Voetius furthermore developed his 
argumentation in 1656 in his Wolcke der Getuygen, a work in which he appealed 
to a large number of recognized authorities.96 

Compared to his Utrecht colleagues, Voetius's actions were rather moderate 
in this controversy. He did, however, support his fellow pastors Abraham van 
de Velde (1614-1677) and Johannes Teellinck (ca. 1614-1674) when the conflict 
escalated and they were banished from the province of Utrecht by the vroed- 
schap. Another blow came in 1662 when Voetius's student Matthias Nethenus 
(1628-1707) was dismissed from his post as professor of theology by the vro- 
edschap on account of his sharp attacks on Maresius. Shortly thereafter the 
vroedschap bypassed the senate of the university and appointed the Cocceian 
Frans Burman as Nethenus's successor.67 

The fact that Voetius's influence in Utrecht was sharply curtailed as of 1660 
will have made it easier for Maresius, who had in the meantime also come into 
conflict with Cocceius, to seek reconciliation with Voetius. Through the medi- 
ation of Johannes van der Waeijen (1639-1701), a complete and rather emo- 
tional pacification was achieved in 1669.68 According to Nauta, Maresius was 


64 Voetius, Theologisch advys. 

65 Schoock, Liber de bonis vulgo ecclesiasticis dictis (Groningen, 1651). 

66 Voetius, Wolcke der Getuygen, Ofte het Tvveede Deel, van het Theologisch advys. In the 
previous year, a Concept van een instructie appeared under the names of Voetius and 
Carolus Demaet which caused much turmoil. However, the court judged that Voetius 
and Demaets had nothing to do with this treatise. Likewise in 1655 the pamphlet 
Philarchontius, Vruchte-losen biddach appeared, which is often ascribed to Voetius. With 
Duker, Voetius, 11, 306, Trimp convincingly argues that Voetius cannot possibly be the 
author of Vruchte-losen biddach. According to Trimp, Johannes Teellinck could be the 
author; see Trimp, Jodocus van Lodensteyn, 72—73. 

67 | Nethenus, Necessaria defensio concordiae; cf. Trimp, Jodocus van Lodensteyn, 102-3. 
It would be imprecise to characterize Burman as a Cartesian; cf. Broeyer, "Franciscus 
Burman, een coccejaan in voetiaans vaarwater”; Broeyer, “Franciscus Burman, een collega 
met verdachte denkbeelden.” 

68 Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 274-77. For a review by Maresius of his conflict with Voetius, see 
Maresius, Tractatus brevis, 7—9 (cf. the translation in Sepp, Het Godgeleerd onderwijs, 11, 
477-78); cf. on Van der Waeijen Van Sluis, “Het omzwaaien van Johannes vander Waeyen." 
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the main culprit for this battle among brothers.9? According to the account 
of the events which Voetius gave at the high point of the controversy, he up to 
that point in time had only acted business-like — although this self-evaluation 
lacks the necessary objectivity.” 


3.4 The Controversy with Labadism 


In the controversies we have already treated, Voetius was time and again forced 
to defend the Nadere Reformatie and its theocratic and social-ethical ideals 
against attacks from the outside. In the controversy with Labadism, however, 
the Nadere Reformatie was confronted with a separatist pietism in its infancy 
whose father can be identified as Jean de Labadie (1610—1674)."! 

The Voetian circle at Utrecht first placed great hope in this converted Jesuit 
priest. Johann Godschalk van Schurman, the brother of the gifted Anna Maria, 
met Labadie in Geneva and was greatly impressed by him. When Labadie 
still served as pastor in Geneva and was called by the church of Middelburg 
in the classis of Zeeland in 1666, Anna Maria received him and his assistants 
Pierre Yvon (1646-1707), Pierre Dulignon (d. 1679), and Francois Menuret 
(d.1670) in her home. The Voetian circle had great hopes for an added stimulus 


69 Nauta, Samuel Maresius, 278: “De afzijdigheid, welke Voetius tegenover de vaak felle 
bestrijding van zijn persoon over het geheel aan den dag heeft gelegd, is prijzenswaardig." 
Cf. also the seventh thesis accompanying Nauta's doctoral dissertation. 

70 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1651), praefatio, 148-53; partly reproduced in Duker, 
Voetius, III, appendix XXXIV. 

71  Wallmann, Der Pietismus, 55-59, esp. 56. Even more than in Heppe, Geschichte des 
Pietismus, esp. 240—974, Labadie was characterized as the founder of Pietism by Goeters, 
Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus, esp. 139—286. This assessment has been superseded by 
more recent research. On Labadism, cf. Duker, Voetius, 111, 200—228; Stoeffler, The Rise 
of Evangelical Pietism, 162—69; Van der Linde, “Gisbertus Voetius”; De Groot, “Gijsbert 
Voetius”; Nauta, “Voetius”; Trimp, Jodocus van Lodensteyn, 120-24, 132-36. Research 
entered a new phase with the appearance of the long overdue biography by Saxby, 
The Quest for the New Jerusalem. Since then, the following contributions were added: 
Graafland, "De Nadere Reformatie en het Labadisme"; Van Lieburg, De Nadere Reformatie; 
Krieg, "Labadie, Jean de"; Van den Berg, "Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen (Geschichte des 
Pietismus 1)” 99-107; Wallmann, “Labadismus und Pietismus”; Vidal, Jean de Labadie; 
Fabre et al., Lire Jean de Labadie. It is a debatable point whether Labadie's appearance 
caused an "inner crisis" in the Nadere Reformatie, as is cautiously surmised by Van den 
Berg, "Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), 105. Cf. also Goeters, 
Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus, who chose “Die labadistische Krisis 1666—1670" as the title 
for the second part of his work. 
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for the further implementation of the Nadere Reformatie from Labadie, who 
in Geneva had already impressed the young Philipp Jacob Spener (1635-1705) 
with his reform efforts modelled after the early church.” 

However, these hopes were soon dashed in the eyes of Voetius and the 
majority of his followers. The crucial point in this was Labadie's separatism. The 
developments, which led first to Labadie's suspension and finally to his break 
with the Reformed church, began with his sharp attacks on Ludwig Wolzogen, 
pastor to the Walloon church in Utrecht. Wolzogen, a "Cocceian with Cartesian 
sympathies,"7? distanced himself in his De Scripturarum interprete adversus 
exercitatorem paradoxum ("The Interpreter of Scripture against the Paradoxic 
Practitioner"; Utrecht, 1668) from the rationalistic, Scripture-critical work 
with the programmatic title Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres ("Philosophy as 
Interpreter of Holy Scripture"; Eleutheropoli - Amsterdam, 1666). The latter 
book, which in 1667 also appeared in Dutch translation, was published anon- 
ymously and authored by a Cartesian follower of Spinoza named Lodewijk 
Meyer (1629-1681).7* Wolzogen did not want like Meyer to subject the inter- 
pretation of Scripture entirely to philosophy, but for him recta ratio was still 
normative for the interpretation of the objectified truths of revelation. Labadie 
then accused him of a number of heresies and stressed the role of the inter- 
nal illumination of the Holy Spirit for the correct interpretation of Scripture. 
Wolzogen considered this excessive enthusiasm and was able to have Labadie, 
who had earlier already drawn negative attention to himself, suspended as pas- 
tor of Middelburg. Even Voetius, Essenius, and Lodenstein were not able to 
prevent Labadie from being removed from office in 1669. In a report they drew 
up, the Utrecht theologians provided a long list of objectionable phrases from 
Wolzogen's De Scripturarum interprete and denied the legitimacy of Labadie's 


72 Wallmann, Der Pietismus, 71-72. 

73 Vanden Berg, “Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen (Geschichte des Pietismus 1),” 346. 

74 Meyer, Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres, Meyer, De philosophie d'uytleghster der 
H. Schrifture. Probably, the translation was also published in Amsterdam, just like the 
Latin original. Cf. Goeters, Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus, 213-28, who also pays attention 
to Wolzogen's Censura censurae. On Meyer and Wolzogen, see especially Preus, Spinoza 
and the Irrelevance of Biblical Authority, 34—67, 107-54; Sdzuj, "Adamus in filiis lucis non 
peccavit" Lee, The Biblical Accommodation Debate, 35-39. Cf. on Voetius and Wolzogen 
Graafland, “Schriftleer en Schriftverstaan, 35-40, 82-83, and on Voetius, Johannes 
Clauberg (1622-1665), and Meyer: Verbeek, “Probleme der Bibelinterpretation.” Cf. below, 
n. 76. 
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censure.”> That same year Voetius added to his fifth volume of his Selectae dis- 
putations an appendix in which he attacked Wolzogen's view of Scripture.”6 

Labadie resisted the synodical measures, and as result the States of Zeeland 
decided to banish him. Together with his followers he first moved to Veere, 
then to Amsterdam, where he broke with the Reformed church and established 
a house congregation of regenerated believers." This was a step that Voetius 
just could not wrap his mind around: it was nothing but separatism devoid of 
love.7? Particularly painful for him was the fact that his student Anna Maria 
van Schurman, a key figure within the Voetian circle, stayed with Labadie and 
followed him to his house in Amsterdam. On 3o October and 13 November 
1669 Voetius reacted with a two-part disputation De illicitis separationibus et 
secessionibus ecclesiasticis"? There he argued that true believers are not obli- 
gated by their conscience to avoid the Eucharistic communion of church 
members who lead an offensive life and to leave the church community.®° 
Believers should also not leave the local churches in order to attend other wor- 
ship services elsewhere or to establish in their place cloister-like gatherings 
of celibate men and women.®! Not without a certain amount of innuendo did 
Voetius in this context recall the example of the ascetic Paula (347—404), the 
student and girlfriend of Jerome.®? That same year an anonymous Dutch trans- 
lation of the disputation appeared, most likely without involvement from the 
part of Voetius.83 


75 Goeters, Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus, 226. 

76  Voetius’s 27-page “Praemonitio contra scriptum gallico et belgico idiomate nuperrime 
Ultrajecti editum" (in: sp v, Addenda, Ppppppzv-Ssssssav) is certainly no masterpiece. 
However, it is untenable to argue that Voetius remained mostly silent and broadly 
sided with Wolzogen against Labadie, contra Graafland, "De Nadere Reformatie en het 
Labadisme,” 290-92. Cf. also sp v, 419—435; V, 754-763; Advisen van sommige theologanten 
van Utrecht, Harderwijck, en ’s Hertogenbosch: Over het boeck van D. Ludovicus Wolzogen, 
genaemt De Scripturarum Interprete, ofte Van den Uytlegger der Schrifture, Utrecht, 1669; 
cf. below, ch. 6.4. Cf. also Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 50-53. 

77 Duker Voetius, 111, 204-9. 

78 Cf. Gentman, Lyck-predikatie, 20: “Voetius had in 't eerste veel op met deLabadie, 
hoopende dat die man bequaem was, om de ware practijcke voort te setten, gelijck 'et in 
't eerste scheen. Maer doen hy des selven scheur-sieckheid sag, stelde hy sich met ernst 
daer tegen aan.” 

79 Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica, 111, 488-512; cf. Duker, Voetius, 111, 21-15. 

80 Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica, 111, 489—501. 

81 X Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica, 111, 509. 

82 Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica, III, 509-12. Cf. Van der Horst, Paula in Palestina. Voetius 
warned, “occasione amoris spiritualis tacite subrepere posse amorem carnalem" (Voetius, 
Politica ecclesiastica, 111, 513). 

83 Voetius, Godts-geleerde vragen, en antwoorden. Cf. Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica, 111, 513. 
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Labadie did not wait long with his response. In 1670 an invective against 
Voetius and his followers appeared anonymously, although it soon came to 
be attributed to Labadie and greatly damaged his reputation.®* Voetius saw 
himself forced to add a lengthy Appendix to his disputation in which he exten- 
sively appealed to the Church Fathers and synods, and also distanced himself 
from Labadie's mystical theology.55 Voetius's judgment was confirmed by the 
Particular Synod of Utrecht as well as his consistory. Furthermore, such fol- 
lowers of the Nadere Reformatie as Essenius, Gentman, Guiljelmus Saldenus 
(1627-1694), and Jacobus Koelman (1632-1695) likewise stood behind his 
evaluation, as did the theologians Burman and Maresius.$$ Anna Maria van 
Schurman, however, was lost to the Nadere Reformatie and stayed faithful to 
Labadie. Writing her autobiography EYKAHPIA from Altona in Denmark, she 
extensively defended her decision, and charged the proponents of the Nadere 
Reformatie that they had been content to go only half of the way.” 


84 Nouvelle conviction manifeste des calomnies semée … par les enemis ... du sr. Jean de Labadie, 
pasteur, contre sa vie, s.l. 1670. It can safely be assumed that this treatise originated (at 
least) within the inner circle around Labadie. Cf. Duker, Voetius, 111, 216-21. 

85 Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica, 111, 513-85; cf. Duker, Voetius, 111, 221-24. Incidentally, 
Koelman himself was accused of separatism and also in Voetius's eyes clearly went too far. 

86 Duker, Voetius, III, 224—29. 

87 Van Schurman, EYKAHPIA seu Melioris Partis Electio. Cf. Van Beek, The First Female 
University Student. On Van Schurmans' relationship with Voetius, see also Larsen, Anna 
Maria van Schurman, 70-81. 


CHAPTER 4 


Main Theological Works and Place in the 
Nadere Reformatie 


4.1 Introduction 


After the exposition of Voetius's life and work largely from the perspective 
of his polemics, it is helpful also to consider each of his most important 
works as such. In what follows, his main theological works will be treated in 
chronological order (chapter 4.2), followed by his remaining pertinent works 
(chapter 4.3). Attention for the respective character of these mostly scholastic 
works is indispensable for a deeper understanding of Voetius's view of theol- 
ogy and his doctrine of God, and even for his theology as a whole. 

As has been noted on several occasions, one thing that made Voetius stand 
out is the fact that he not only was a scholastic theologian par excellence, but 
also a key figure of the Nadere Reformatie, the significant reform movement 
in the early modern Netherlands. This, too, must be considered in the con- 
text of the present study of Voetius's view of theology and his doctrine of God, 
especially in light of the great advance Nadere Reformatie scholarship has 
made over the last decades. For that reason, part two of this chapter will study 
Voetius's relationship to the Nadere Reformatie by way of a historiographical 
survey (chapter 4.4—5). Finally, we will consider whether and to what extent 
the Nadere Reformatie can be considered a form of Pietism, and how Voetius 
fits into the historical phenomenon of Pietism (chapter 4.5). 


4.2 Main Theological Works 


4.21 Exercitia et bibliotheca studiosi theologiae (1644) 

Ten years into his position as primarius theologiae professor, Voetius published 
his first standard reference at the request of his students. In the Exercitia et bib- 
liotheca studiosi theologiae ("Exercises and Library forthe Student of Theology"; 
Utrecht: Wilhelmus Strick), first printed in 1644 but followed by several revised 
editions, Voetius in some 700 pages provided a methodical overview of the 
study of theology.! This work has two main parts. In the first, Voetius describes 


1 Beeke, “Gisbertus Voetius,’ 232 erroneously mentions “1664” instead of “1644” as pub- 
lication date. The second, expanded edition appeared in 1651 in Utrecht with Johannes à 
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in detail the ideal course for the study of theology, on which he then expands 
in the second by identifying the necessary tools of study in the form of an 
extensive annotated bibliography. Voetius here shows his remarkable erudi- 
tion and lives up to his reputation as a “devourer of books" (“helluo librorum”)? 
The practical orientation of theology, however, likewise shows itself to be 
important to him. 

In part one, Voetius discusses the conditions for the study of theology. He 
recommends an evaluation process based not only on the candidates' gifted- 
ness for study, but especially on their spiritual motives and piety (pietas) — yet 
without consideration of their social status.? The other prerequisites described 
by Voetius include the successful completion of the trivium and of the propae- 
deutic study in the arts faculty. In a separate chapter, Voetius finally empha- 
sizes the caritas needed for the entire study. A decisive requirement in this is 
the "practice of piety" (praxis pietatis), which both students and professors are 
to exercise in order to draw nearer to God. Other requirements are academic 
diligence (cura) and investigation (inspectio), as well as regular examinations.5 

The actual study of theology that follows the propaedeutic years is to con- 
sist of three phases or "intervals." The first main phase consists primarily in 
the introduction to the study of theology, and secondarily in the resumption 
and further development of the study of philosophy, the languages, and the 
arts (artes). The introduction to the study of theology can be divided into three 
areas: biblical theology (theologia textualis), dogmatic theology (theologia 


Waesberberge, in whose elaborate "Praefatio" of 198 pages Voetius defended himself against 
Maresius's accusations; cf. above, ch. 3.3, n. 70 (here, I am using this edition). In 1685 the third 
edition was published in Frankfurt with Johann Christian Wohlfart. Duker, Voetius, 111, 28, n. 
3, mentions a fourth edition which apparently was published in 1688 in Leipzig. However, I 
was unable to find a copy of this fourth edition, which is also not mentioned in the “Union 
Catalogue of Books Printed in German Speaking Countries in the 17th Century" (www.vdı7. 
de). Cf. on Voetius’ Exercitia et bibliotheca Sepp, Het Godgeleerd onderwijs, 11, 156-58, who 
replicates the whole “index capitum"; Duker, Voetius, 111, 28-32; Kuyper, Encyclopaedie der 
heilige godgeleerdheid, 1, 177-83; Muller, After Calvin, 10-116; Muller., PRRD, 1, 216-17. Cf. now 
also Broeyer, "Theological Education at the Dutch Universities in the Seventeenth Century," 
who discusses Voetius (pp. 121-26) next to Antonius Walaeus (pp. 116—21), Franciscus Burman 
(pp. 126-30) and Samuel Maresius (pp. 130-31) in an instructive manner, and Van Heel, 
Gisbertus Voetius. 
Duker, Voetius, 11, 57, n. 3; 111, 178. Thus also Maresius, Collegium theologicum, **1or. 

3 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1651), 1-6: "De delectu ingeniorum." Cf. Muller, After Calvin, 
no-n. 

4 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1651), 6-7: "De praeparatione in scholis trivialibus”; 8-19: “De 
priore parte praeparationis academicae"; 20-31: "De altera parte praeparationis academicae.’ 

5 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1651), 31-34; cf. Muller, After Calvin, 112. 

6 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1651), 35-69: "De Cursus theologici intervallo primo, secundo 
et tertio." 
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dogmatica), and apologetic theology (theologia elenctica et problematica). The 
starting point is formed by the study of the Hebrew and Greek text of the Bible. 
Then, through the identification of selected loci communes, which are then 
worked out exegetically to systematic theology, which includes moral, ascetic, 
and church political theology. On this basis, apologetical polemics are finally 
to be undertaken. Voetius recommends that students to this end thoroughly 
learn the ancient languages, including Aramaic, Syriac, and Arabic.” 

The second main phase of the study of theology which follows the intro- 
duction is devoted to the preparations for the office of pastor. The emphasis 
is on the study of homiletics, church polity, and church history. Furthermore, 
students are to exercise themselves in scholastic theology and in disputations, 
and if possible to participate in the study of medicine and law as well.® 

The third phase consists mainly in the deepening of the two previous 
phases. It is interesting that Voetius admonishes students to continue their 
study even when they are in the pastorate.? For this purpose he recommends 
the reading of Thomas Aquinas's Summa theologiae, as well as the works of 
the Puritan theologians William Perkins (1558-1602), Paul Baynes (1560-1617), 
John Preston (1587-1628), and Thomas Hooker (1586-1647). 

Voetius recommends the use of a seven-step method in all three stages. The 
student must proceed from analytic reading (lectio) through mediation (med- 
itatio) and listening (auditio) to writing (scriptio). The material is then to be 
collected (collatio) and summed up (collegia). In a seventh step, the material 
is to be systematized. In the process of this final stage, problems, arguments, 
objections, hypotheses, distinctions, and examples are to be identified and 
devised (enotatio). Richard Muller is thus entirely correct when he describes 
the last phase as “the internalization of a scholastic method." 

One is struck by the remarkably high level of the study of theology 
which Voetius describes. It is not without reason that S. D. van Veen and 
J.J. van Oosterzee express the fear that "everyone will be deterred by these high 
demands and give up on the study of theology": “For, those who want in their 
life and study to follow the path laid out in the Bibliotheca cannot afford to 
waste even a single hour and must buy for themselves all the time they can."? 


7 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1651), 35-45; cf. Muller, After Calvin, 12-14. 

8 Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1651), 45-59; cf. Muller, After Calvin, 14-15. 
One is almost reminded of the concept of "lifelong learning" incorporated into the pres- 
ent Bologna Process. 

io Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1651), 59-69; cf. Muller, After Calvin, 115. 

11 Muller, After Calvin, 1112, esp. 112. 

12 _ Van Veen and Van Oosterzee, “Voetius, Gisbertus,” 724. 
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422 Selectae disputationes (theologicae) (1648-1669) 

Among Voetius's works, his five-volume Selectae disputationes (theologicae) 
("Selected Theological Disputations"; 5 vols., Utrecht and Amsterdam: Joh. à 
Waesberge and Ant. Smytegelt, 1648-1669) are no doubt most significant for 
the history of systematic theology.!? The 35-page foreword to the first volume, 
in which Voetius treats three main points, is particularly instructive for under- 
standing this work.!* 

Voetius's first point concerns the purpose of the work as whole. He points 
out that he prefers to examine selected themes rather than to add yet another 
treatment of all theological loci to the large number of comprehensive works 
of theology that already exist. The adjective "selectae" in the title thus points 
to a selection of themes chosen for the disputations, rather than to a selection 
from all the disputations defended under Voetius.! In this way he hoped to sat- 
isfy the requests of his students, colleagues, and friends, and to avoid giving the 
impression as if he valued his own judgment more than theirs or else sought 
his own peace of mind more than the use of the disputations for the many! 
Voetius thus emphasized those textbooks that saw widespread use, rather than 
attempting to replace them.!7 He furthermore defended his unusual method of 
proceeding by pointing out that his Utrecht colleagues Meinardus Schotanus 
and Carolus de Maets already dealt sufficiently with the basic theological 
material in the disputations which they organized after the loci communes.!® 

The five lengthy tomes contain a collection totalling 358 disputations,!? 
whose depth and extent far surpass what one finds in such commonly used text- 
books as the Synopsis purioris theologiae (Leiden, 1625) or Maresius's Collegium 


13 The first four volumes appeared in 1648, 1655, 1659, and 1667 under the title Selectae 
disputationes theologiae in Utrecht (vol. 4 in Amsterdam) with Joh. à Waesberge. The 
fifth volume appeared in 1669 under the title Selectae disputationes in Utrecht with 
Ant. Smytegelt. For a description of the five volumes, cf. Duker, Voetius, 111, 32-51; Van 
Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding,” 16-30. Some disputations are replicated in Kuyper, 
D. Gysberti Voetii Selectarum disputationum fasciculus. See also below, appendix 1. 

14 SD1, praefatio ad lectorem, *3r-****** 

15 SD I, praefatio, *3r—"4v, esp. "4v: “selecta[e] materia[e] contra Duker, Voetius, 111, 38, n. 3. 
Cf. also Van Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding,” 16-17. 

16 SD 1, praefatio, *3r: “ne viderer meo unius judico plus tribuere quam ipsorum, et meae 
quieti magis consulere, quam multorum utilitati." 

17 See the list above, ch. 1.4.1, at n. 11. 

18 SD 1, praefatio, "4r-v. See for the locus method Muller, After Calvin, 57-60, and cf. now 
Frank, Topik als Methode, esp. 180-87. 

19 Ifall appendices and addenda are counted separately, it adds up to 374 disputations in 
total; see appendix 1. 


2r. 


112 CHAPTER 4 


theologicum (Groningen, 1645).2® In addition to the exceptional detail with 
which the selected questions are treated, one is also struck by the wealth 
of citations from and references to theologians and philosophers from the 
whole range of intellectual history. One thus finds not only - either positive or 
negative — references to the Church Fathers (e.g., Augustine, John of Damascus), 
Reformers (e.g., Luther, Calvin, Melanchthon), and theologians from Lutheran 
(e.g, Matthias Flacius, Johann Gerhard) and Reformed (e.g., Beza, Zanchi, 
Junius, Maccovius, Gomarus, Ames) orthodoxy, but also to ancient philos- 
ophers (e.g, Aristotle, Plato), medieval theologians (e.g, Anselm, Thomas 
Aquinas, Duns Scotus, William of Ockham), and Spanish scholastics (e.g., 
Gabriel Vásquez, Francis Suárez). Voetius likewise refers to Remonstrants, 
Socinians, and Cartesians whom he engages apologetically.?! 

Voetius is aware that the abundance of citations, which come remarkably 
close to the scholarly apparatus of modern monographs, stands in need of 
explanation. For that reason he lists eleven reasons (usus) for this practice in 
the second point of the praefatio. These make it clear that Voetius was espe- 
cially concerned to develop his position in the context of different and diverg- 
ing views, and to supply his readers with references for further study. He does 
not want to withhold from them the richness of what has come under his eyes: 
“For, the good communicates itself" (bonum enim est communicativum sui).?? 
It is thus difficult to accuse Voetius of insularity; if anything, he is guilty of a 
baroque copiousness. 

The third and final point is devoted to the conflicts with Descartes and 
Maresius. Significantly, Voetius continues these with the appearance of this 
first volume of the disputations.?3 


20 Thus already Ebrard, Christliche Dogmatik, 1, 72-74, according to whom “Reformed scho- 
lasticism reached its peak and highest form" in Voetius’ Disputationes selectae, and these 
"5 thick quartos" contain “the most elaborate system of Reformed dogmatics and ethics" 
(73). C£. Beck, "Basic Features,” 206-7. 

21 This list is by no means complete, neither with respect to categories nor with respect to 
names. In the disputations on the doctrine of God alone more than 800 different names 
are mentioned. On Voetius’s interaction with Remonstrants and Socinians, cf. De Groot, 
“Heterodoxie, Häresie und Toleranz." 

22 SD I, praefatio, **1v—**4r (hier: **2v). 

23 SD 1, praefatio, **4r- ******2r; **4r: “Tertium, de quo hac occasione monendum te cen- 
sui, est de libellis quibusdam a duobus scriptoribus, altero professione Pontificio, altero 
reformato in theologiae meae, professionis Academicae, et ecclesiastici ministerii detrac- 
tionem postremis his annis evulgatis: si forte in aliquem ex illis incidere te contigerit." This 
part contains a list of 43 questions the Cartesians should ask themselves; ***1v—***av. Cf. 
above, ch. 2.3., n. 60; ch. 3.3, n. 47. 
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The first two volumes of the Selectae disputationes are devoted to issues 
of dogmatics, arranged following the classical order of most Loci communes. 
Volume one (1648) is dedicated to André Rivet and numbers n72 pages 
(excluding preface, index, etc.). Several disputations on issues of prolego- 
mena are followed by disputations on the doctrines of Scripture and of God, 
the latter according to the scheme “knowledge of God - attributes - Trinity.’2+ 
After Scripture as cognitive foundation (principium cognoscendi) and God as 
essential foundation (principium essendi) for Reformed dogmatics have been 
treated, there are 329 pages of disputations on the doctrine of creation (includ- 
ing anthropology), as well as several disputations on angelology and, finally, 
the doctrine of sin. 

The second volume (1655) is dedicated to Anna Maria van Schurman and 
her brother Johan Godschalk, and numbers 1278 pages. Roughly the first third 
of this work is devoted to Christological themes, including not only the time of 
Christ's birth and the interpretation of Genesis 49:10, but also the question 
of the Jews and specifically their end time general conversion according to 
Romans 1:25-27. The emphasis in the Christological section is particularly on 
issues related to Christ's atonement and the person of the Mediator.?? After 
this, we find a number of disputations relating to the salvation order?9 A 
transition to a thorough treatment of ecclesiological questions is formed by a 
disputation on the fundamental articles and on heresies, as well as the require- 
ments for true religion?’ The first part of the actual ecclesiological disputa- 
tions belongs, strictly speaking, to the missiological field. This discipline was in 
Protestant theology first established by Voetius and Hoornbeeck, and includes 
questions regarding the establishment of churches, mission among pagans, 


24 The disputations on the doctrine of God are: "De atheismo” (1639; 4 parts; SD 1, 114-226); 
“De unica et simplicissima Dei essentia" (1637; SD 1, 226—45); "De scientia Dei" (1637; SD 1, 
246—64); "De conditionata seu media in Deo scientia" (1643-[1644]; 4 parts; SD 1, 264—73); 
“De jure et justitia Dei" (1639; SD 1, 339-64); "Appendix ad disputationem theologicam 
de jure et justitia Dei" (1644; 2 parts; SD I, 364—402); "De potentia Dei deque possibili 
et impossibili" (1644; 4 parts; SD I, 402-34); "Praescriptiones et antidota generalia pro 
Christianismo adversus Socinianos" (1635; SD I, 434-41); “Francisci Gomari diatribe, de 
Christo Autotheooi, olim dictata in Academ. Lugduno-Batava: quam impetrata venia 
a Cl. autore typis edidit et publica disputatione ventilandam proposuit in Academia 
Ultrajectina Gisbertus Voetius, additis etiam notis" (1639; SD 1, 442-66); "De necessitate et 
utilitate dogmatis de ss. Trinitate" (1639; 2 parts; sp 1, 466-511); “Appendix quaestionum 
de Remonstrantismo" (1639?; SD 1, 5312-20); "De quaestione hac an Christus qua Mediator 
sit Adorandus?" (1638; sp 1, 520-36); “Appendix de Adoratione Christi qua Mediatoris 
pars prima" (1642; SD 1, 536—52). 

25  SDII,1-402. 

26  SDII, 402-511. 

27  SDII, 51-51. 


114 CHAPTER 4 


and Islam? The other ecclesiological disputations are related to confessional 
controversies, and deal in part with a number of peculiarities of early modern 
Roman Catholicism.?? The second volume closes with several disputations on 
eschatological themes, some of which are exegetically related to a section of 
Aquinas's Summa theologiae or to Revelation 20:4—6.90 

The third and fourth volumes are devoted to a wide variety of themes which 
are perhaps best characterized as belonging to the fields of spirituality and 
ethics. These volumes, too, are dedicated to representatives of the Nadere 
Reformatie in Utrecht. Volume three appeared in 1659 and numbers 1418 pages. 
Noteworthy in this work are first of all the disputations on practical theology, 
on praecisitas, and on the love of God.?! After several disputations on supersti- 
tious abuses, we find an epistemological treatment of questions on ignorance, 
error, and heresy, as well as on “doubting theology" (theologia dubitans) in rela- 
tionship to faith and conscience, followed by an appendix on philosophical 
doubt. Throughout resound the echoes of the controversy with Cartesianism.?? 

While the third volume of the Selectae disputationes touched on questions 
related to the first table of the law, the fourth volume (1667) totalling 824 pages 
explicitly deals with issues which — as the subtitle already indicates — relate to 
the second table.?? Of particular significance are the first disputation on the 
argumentative technique “ab absurdo consequenti,”*+ the three-part disputa- 
tion on law and Gospel,?® as well as a number of disputations on social-ethical 
problems which had an important place in the Nadere Reformatie, including 
the usury of the "Trapizists" and the destiny of "clerical property.?9 This vol- 
ume further contains the important 1637 disputation “De peste seu pestis anti- 
doto spirituali," which had already been published in 1655 together with similar 
treatises from Theodore Beza, André Rivet, and Johannes Hoornbeeck.3” The 


28 SD II, 552-683. See Van Andel, De zendingsleer, and particularly Jongeneel, "The 
Missiology of Gisbertus Voetius"; Van Amersfoort and Van Asselt, Liever Turks dan Paaps?; 
Joosse, “Gisbertus Voetius”; cf. Joosse, “De islamvisie”; Gommans and Loots, "Arguing with 
the Heathens”; Hofmeyr, “Johannes Hoornbeeck’s views”; Loots and Spaans, Johannes 
Hoornbeeck. 

29 SD 11, 684-1193. 

30 SD I1, 1193-270. 

31  SDIIL 1-91. 

32 SD III, 632-869; cf. Verbeek, “From ‘Learned Ignorance’ to Scepticism.” 

33 Subtitle: “In qua praecipue tractantur selectae materiae et quaestiones ad secundam de- 
calogi tabulam spectantes. Cui accedit syllabus quaestionum ad totum decalogum." 

34 SD IV, 1-17: "Disputatio de argumentis theologicis ab absurdo consequenti" (1660). 

35  SDI1V,17—62: "De lege et euangelio" (1656-1658). 

36 SD Iv, 62-762. 

37 SD IV, 292-325; cf. Beza et al., Variorum tractatus theologici de peste, Leiden 1655. 
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fourth volume closes with a "Syllabus quaestionum ad decalogum,”?® which 
continues the Syllabus problematum theologicorum that had been published 
separately in 1643.99 

The fifth and final volume, dedicated to Voetius's fellow pastors in Utrecht, 
appeared in 1669 and numbers 761 pages. As the subtitle already indicates, it 
treats questions belonging to the first part of theology, namely, dogmatics. The 
disputations are followed by reprints of the Dissertatio epistolica de termino 
vitae (1636) and of the Exercitatio de prognosticis cometarum (1665) whose 
separate pagination adds another 243 pages to the work.^? Finally, just as the 
others, the final volume also contains an extensive index, as well as corrigenda, 
and addenda. In contrast to the first four volumes, however, the fifth treats not 
only various dogmatic loci, but also a large number of theological problems 
(problemata), most of which derive from the Syllabus problematum. The major- 
ity of these disputations thus read as a commentary to the Syllabus, which as 
a simple question catalogue indicates the response in each case with a system 
of sigla and nothing further.*! Volume five begins with problems relating to the 
doctrine of Scripture,* followed by problems on the doctrine of God.*? The 
latter section is divided into the problems “De Deo" (48-58), "De attributis in 
genera" (59—63), "De attributis in specie primi generis" (63-85), “De attributis 
in specie secundi generis" (85-136), and finally "De Personis Divinis" (136-147). 
The doctrine of God is followed by problems pertaining to the doctrine of crea- 
tion (148-241), angelology (241-270), Christology (270—277), the doctrine of jus- 
tification (277-382), ecclesiology (383-408),** and soteriology (408—435). After 


38 SD IV, 763-824. 

39 See below, ch. 4.3. 

40 Subtitle: “In qua praecipue tractantur quaestiones ad primam theologiae partem spec- 
tantes. Accedunt Dissertatio epistolica de termino vitae, [et] Exercitatio de prognos- 
ticis cometarum, antehac seorsim editae." Cf. on DTV ch. 1.3.5; 9.5 ; 12.2-3, and on the 
Exercitatio de prognosticis cometarum Jorink, Reading the Book of Nature, esp. 64—68, 73, 
135-39, 150-51, 159-60. 

41  Itseems very likely that Maresius's attack on the Syllabus partly prompted these disputa- 
tions. Cf., for instance, sD v, 86, and Beck and Dekker, “Gods kennis en wil,” 36, 49, 53. 

42 SD V, 1-48. 

43 SDV, 48-147. 

44  Inthis category belongs the two-part series of disputations "De communio sanctorum" 
(SD v, 387-89, 398-408; defended on 14 December 1667 by the Scotsman Robertus Hart 
and on 7.3.1668 by Johannes à Doesburgh from Utrecht, respectively). An excerpt (sD v, 
396-408) from these disputations was translated into German and published in 1678 by 
no less a figure than Johann Jakob Schütz under the title Von Eintzeler Versammlung der 
Christen (Hanau, 1678; again published Frankfurt and Leipzig, 1712). With the aid of this 
treatise Schütz defended the conventicles founded by Lutheran Pietists, and one cannot 
rule out the possibility that he already knew the Latin original before the establishment 
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two disputations on the papacy (435-455), we find the important disputation 
on the modes (modi) of knowing God.* This series is then continued with an 
exegetical disputation on Genesis 14:18, two disputations on eschatological 
themes, and a two-part disputation on the practice of prayer.^9 Following this, 
there is a twelve-part disputation on "several selected problems" that responds 
to accusations from Maresius.^? The main text of the volume closes with a 
five-part disputation on “subsequent grace" (gratia subsequens).*® 

A comparison with several of the extant original disputation pamphlets 
reveals that in all five volumes Voetius frequently introduced editorial changes 
before he included them in the Selectae Disputationes, yet without always not- 
ing these changes or it being directly evident from references to later works or 
events. Voetius clearly considered himself the principal author of these dispu- 
tations, which he further edited for publication under his name in the massive 
five volumes of his Selectae Disputationes.*? 


42.3 TA AXKHTIKA sive Exercitia pietatis (1664) 
Although it was not simply a collected volume of student disputations, 
Voetius’s TA AXKHTIKA sive Exercitia pietatis (“Ascetics, or the Practice of 
Piety”; Gorinchem: Paul Vink, 1664) likewise grew out of the disputations.°® In 
terms of its theme, this work is connected to his inaugural speech De pietate 
cum scientia conjungenda (1634); the latter is also reprinted at the end. The 
Exercitia pietatis is intended to spur the youth on to "exercises in piety,” but is 
not devotional literature in the strict sense of the word. For this reason, Voetius 
also did not want to translate the work into the vernacular, but wanted it to be 
considered as a scholarly treatment of an element of the theologia practica”! 
As Voetius explains in the preface, special practical theology — or, the sec- 
ond part of theology (pars posterior) — is divided into three main disciplines: 


of the Frankfurt Collegium pietatis in 1670. See Deppermann, Johann Jakob Schütz, 97-98, 
104-5, 264, 338, and cf. in addition Wallmann, Philipp Jakob Spener, 271, Wallmann, 
“Labadismus und Pietismus,” 178. 

45 _ SDV, 455-525: Disputatio theologica De modis cognoscendi Deum" (1665); see above, ch. 
2.4. The page numbers in the main text refer to SD v. 

46  SDV,526-72. 

47 SDV, 572-716; see above, ch. 3.3, at n. 49. 

48  SsDV,716-61. 

49 Cf. above, Introduction, section 6. In this study, comparisons with the extant original 
pamphlets are only made when relevant. 

50 See now the excellent critical edition Voetius, Exercitia pietatis by Kees de Niet. Cf. in 
addition to De Niet's informative “Inleiding” (1, xxi-xc) also Duker, Voetius, 111, 52-58; Van 
't Spijker, “Voetius practicus,” 250—54. 

51 Voetius, Exercitia pietatis, 1, praefatio, “vr. 
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theologia moralis seu decalogia, theologia ascetica, and politica ecclesiastica.5? 
That Voetius, the most important academic figure of the Nadere Reformatie, 
devoted the majority of his chief works to special practical theology is no coin- 
cidence. While the third and fourth volumes of the Selectae disputationes deal 
with theologia moralis, in the Exercitia pietatis one finds an original discussion 
of theologia ascetica. The politica ecclesiastica, that is, the third part of special 
practical theology, is treated in Voetius's work with the same name which will 
be dealt with in the next section. From among his main works, only the three 
remaining volumes of the Selectae disputationes are devoted to dogmatics, or 
the first part of theology (pars prior). Their importance, however, should not 
be underestimated in any way, and in fact surpasses similar handbooks from 
Voetius's contemporaries. 

The Exercitia practica begins with a definition of the term “ascetica”: 
“Ascetica’ is that theological study or part of theology which contains a sys- 
tematic description of the practice of piety"5? For Voetius this praxis cov- 
ers all of the Christian life and is not limited to prayer, even though prayer 
does receive a chapter of its own (chapter 4).5* The other 24 chapters con- 
cern devotion (devotio; 1), spiritual meditation (3), the practice of repentance 
(5), tears and laughter (6), the practice of faith (7) and conscience (8), Bible 
study (9-10), the exercise of preaching (11), the practice of baptism and Lord's 
Supper (12-13), the contemplation of God's works (14), Sabbath observance 
(15-16), exceptional exercises (17), spiritual warfare (18), temptations (19), 
spiritual emptiness or desertion (desertiones spirituales; 20), the art of dying 
well (21), martyrdom (22), communal exercises (23), Christian home visitation 
(24), and special asceticism (25). Voetius in the process makes liberal use of 
Roman Catholic works of spirituality, such as the Spiritual Exercises of Ignatius 
of Loyola (1491-1556). However, Voetius does carefully distance himself from 


52 Voetius, Exercitia pietatis, 1, praefatio, *6r: "Unde nobis enata melioris methodi et doctrinae 
causa distinctio theologiae practicae in tres partes: in moralem seu decalogicum, asceticam, 
politicam ecclesiasticam, absque ulla scientiae theologiae in se spectatae multiplicatione, 
divulsione, adulteratione — uti antehac in 3. part. Sel. Dispp. tit. De theologia practica, et alibi 
fusius contra cavillos et sarcasmos quosdam ostensum est, ubi simul methodus melioris doc- 
trinae a catechsi nostra servatae defenditur." Cf. sp 111, 1-3; Van 't Spijker, “Voetius practi- 
cus,” 244-45; Goudriaan, “Theologia practica,” 446-48. In Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca 
(1644), 482, Voetius characterizes the theologia concionatoria as fourth category of the 
theologia practica, whereas in sp 1, 3, he subordinates it to the politica ecclesiastica. 

53 Voetius, Exercitia pietatis, 1, 1: "Ascetica est doctrina theologica, seu pars theologiae, quae 
continet methodum ac descriptionem exercitiorum pietatis." Cf. SD 11, 15. 

54 Voetius, Exercitia pietatis, 1, xvi. 
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mysticism in the narrow sense inasmuch as he does not conceive of it as the 
end of the spiritual journey.55 

Also noteworthy is the fact that the twentieth chapter “De desertionibus 
spiritualibus" reproduces one of the most well-known series of Voetius's dis- 
putations which in 1646, ten years after their original defence, were provided 
with an introduction by his student and colleague Johannes Hoornbeeck, and 
published in Dutch translation under the title Van geestelijke verlatingen. As 
result, they remain well-known in the Netherlands today, and, by virtue of an 
English translation, have recently been introduced to the English-speaking 
world as well.56 


4.2.4 Politica ecclesiastica (1663-1676) 

Voetius covers the third part of special practical theology in his monumental 
Politica ecclesiastica ("Ecclesiastical Polity”; 3 parts in 4 vols., Amsterdam: Joh. à 
Waesberge, 1663-1676), which likewise originated from student disputations.5” 
As Wilhelm Goeters has accurately observed, with this work Voetius, “in con- 
tinual debate with his theological and church-political opponents, established 
a wide structure for the study of church administration that combines origi- 
nality, character, and an ocean of erudition.58 In this Voetius followed in the 
footsteps of Andreas Hyperius (151-1564), and especially the work of Wilhelm 
Zepper (1550-1607) with the same title (Herborn 1595), while nevertheless sur- 
passing them both. 


55 De Niet, “Voetius over de mystiek” and Peng-Keller "Theologie der Spiritualität,” 241-42; 
cf. also De Niet, “De kerkvaders in Voetius’ TA AXKHTIKA.” The numbers in the main 
text refer to the chapters. On the Puritan influences on Voetius’ TA AUKHTIKA, see De 
Niet, “Inleiding,” Ixv-Ixvv; Op 't Hof, The Ice Broken, 254, 263-65. 

56 Gisbertus Voetii Disputaty van geestelijke verlatingen, uit de Latynse tale in onse Nederlandse 
overgezet, voortgezet door Johannes Hoornbeeck (Utrecht, 1646). This Dutch version has 
been reprinted repeatedly to the present day; on its relevance for the present, see Van ’t 
Spijker Ik zal u niet verlaten. See also the recent Englisch translation by John Vriend and 
Harry Boonstra: Voetius and Hoornbeeck, Spiritual Desertion. 

57 Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica. A selection is reproduced in Rutgers and Hoedemaker, 
Gisberti Voetii Tractatus selecti de politica ecclesiastica. Cf. on the Politica ecclesiastica 
Duker, Voetius, 111, 58—74; Bouwman, Voetius over het gezag der synoden, esp. 20-31; Nobbs, 
Theocracy and Toleration, 130-212 (esp. 143-77); Conring, Kirche und Staat; Van 't Spijker, 
“Voetius practicus,” 254-56; Van 't Spijker, “Gisbertus Voetius,’ 74-83; Van 't Spijker, “De 
kerk,” esp. 231-37, 241-47; De Niet, “Politica Ecclesiastica"; Astorri, "Il diritto canonico,” 18- 
25. Witte, The Reformation of Rights, 150, considers Voetius together with Hugo Grotius, 
Paul Voet, and others as "formidable legal and political minds" and "the leading archi- 
tects” of the “young Dutch Republic”; cf. also ibid., 186, n. 15. 

58 Goeters, Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus, 12. Similarly Sepp, Het Godgeleerd onderwijs, 11, 
339: "De schatten van kennis in dit werk neérgelegd, zijn bijna niet te overzien." 
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For Voetius politica ecclesiasticais that part of practical theology which exam- 
ines the structures and organization of the visible church (ecclesia visibilis) in 
its internal and external respects.” Following Willem van 't Spijker, this field 
can — admittedly anachronistically — be identified as the seventeenth-century 
equivalent to what is currently known as “church development.”®° Even if not 
as complete, the terms "church polity" or *canon law" would also suffice. 

The Politica ecclesiastica has three parts divided into four volumes. The first 
part is made up of two volumes, the first of which treats the essence, power, 
and order of the church, while the second considers from an ecclesiological 
perspective questions pertaining to family law and social issues. Also ques- 
tions pertaining to religious confession and freedom of conscience come up. 
Part two treats the church offices and related themes. In the third and final 
part, Voetius devotes himself to matters of church administration and church 
discipline, as well as the options and means for church planting and even mis- 
siological issues. 

Itis characteristic for Voetius that he argues for the church's independence 
from the state, as well as for the relative autonomy of local churches. In regard 
to the latter, he does not promote independentism, although he does through- 
out show a certain amount of sympathy for it. Another distinguishing feature 
is that Voetius promotes the formation of conventicles and meetings held in 
private homes. A final noteworthy aspect is that Voetius for his time shows 
himself to be remarkably progressive on the role of women in the church.®! 

Since the Politica ecclesiastica has in more recent church history seen a 
remarkable amount of interest, a brief remark on the reception of this work is 
in order. In the Netherlands, Voetius's view on the relationship between church 
and state thus formed an important point of reference in the late nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries for the Gereformeerde Kerken in Nederland 
forged in 1892 under Abraham Kuyper as the union of the so-called "Doleantie" 
and “Afscheiding” groups.9? Moreover in Germany, after the so-called “church 
struggle" (Kirchenkampf) during the Second World War, efforts were also made 
to have the Politica ecclesiastica reprinted.63 


59 De Niet, Politica Ecclesiastica, 577. 

60  Van’t Spijker, “Voetius practicus,” 254-56. 

61 Cf. Irwin, “Introduction,” 17-19, esp. 18: “In his treatment of women and religion he [i.e., 
Voetius] is as favorable to women as was conceivable in his church at the time" Cf. 
Schurman, Christian Woman, 97-137 for an English translation by Irwin of Voetius, Politica 
ecclesiastica, tom. 11, lib. 1, tract. 4, 179-212. 

62 Bouwman, Voetius over het gezag der synoden (Amsterdam, 1937). 

63 Van't Spijker, “Voetius practicus,” 254. 
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In addition to Voetius's main works, a number of his other works are also impor- 
tant for the study of his theology. In what follows, we will mention only those 
noteworthy works which have not yet been discussed in another context.9^ 

Of particular significance is the Syllabus problematum theologicorum whose 
first part appeared in print in 1643.55 In 411 pages®® this Syllabus offers the skel- 
eton for a Reformed dogmatics, and thus represents an insightful supplement 
to the first, second, and fifth volumes of the Selectae disputationes. The dispu- 
tations on various themes that are printed in the latter collected volume can be 
systematically categorized with help from the Syllabus and its structure. In it, 
dogmatics ("Prior pars Theologiae") has been divided into two main parts: the 
first contains the premises, goal, principle, and “subject of theology"? the sec- 
ond part of the Syllabus is devoted to the doctrine of atonement and salvation. 

Part one consists of three treatises: first, the prolegomena (“The premises 
and principles of theology"); second, the doctrine of God (*God"); and, third, 
the doctrines of creation and providence (“The external works of God”).68 
Interestingly, this first part includes, between the usual chapters on "Theology" 
and “The principles of Christian dogmatics,’ a chapter entitled "The greatest 
good or highest happiness.’6? The doctrine of God is divided into chapters on 
the nature of God in which his existence, names, and attributes are treated, 
followed by a chapter on the doctrine of the Trinity, and finally a brief chapter 


64 Completeness cannot be achieved here; an almost complete list containing more than 100 
titles can be compiled by combining the lists in Duker, Voetius, 111, appendix Lx111; Duker, 
Voetius, Index, 168—74; Steenblok, Gisbertus Voetius, 227—34; Nauta, Voetius, 448; Van der 
Haar, Schatkamer van de gereformeerde theologie in Nederland, no. H 710, v 288-352; Bos 
and Broeyer, Epistolarium voetianum I; Bos, Epistolarium voetianum II. Dozens of prints 
of individual disputations would have to be added which are for the most part recorded 
in the Apparatus van der Woude held at the university's library of the "Universiteit van 
Amsterdam" (not to be confused with the "Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam"). 

65 Voetius, Syllabus problematum, published in Utrecht with Aegidius Roman. This Syllabus 
is continued in the Syllabus quaestionum ad decalogum, included in sp rv, 763-824. 

66 Without the praefatio; the whole work is unpaginated. The table of contents (bır-b4v) 
deviates in some details from the actual structure of the work. 

67 "Sectio prior Continens praecognita, finem, principium, et subjectum Theologiae, Deum 
scilicet cum operibus externis communibus, eorumque oppositis" (bir; cf. Aır-Ggıv). 

68 “De praecognitis et principiis Theologiae" (bir; cf. Aur- Cav); “De Deo, Nominibus et 
Attributis Dei, Trinitate personarum, et Decretis seu Actionibus Dei immanentibus" (bv; 
cf. Dir- Kiv); “De Operibus Dei externis, Creatione, de Angelis, conservatione, Providentia 
imagine Dei etc” (bar; cf. Kzr- Ggiv). 

69 “De Theologia" (Air-A2r); "De Summo Bono seu Beatitudine" (A2r-A4r); “De principiis 
christianorum Dogmatum" (A4r-Cav). Cf. below, ch. 6.2. 
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on the doctrine of the decrees."? The third and final treatise covers creation 
and providence, as well as angelology and anthropology. 

Part two of the Syllabus consists of six treatises, where Voetius in the first 
treatise entitled "The redemptive works, or: On God the Redeemer in general" 
treats the doctrines of election and the covenant, while the second deals with 
Christology, the third with soteriology, the fourth ecclesiology, and the fifth 
the meaning of signs and wonders. The final treatise consists of two chapters 
devoted to eschatology.”! Just like the treatises of part one, also these treatises 
are divided into chapter, division, and sub-division. A number of chapters are 
followed by an appendix. 

As the title already suggests, the Syllabus is no more than an index of theo- 
logical problems as they were addressed and treated for the sake of practice in 
private and public disputations. One will not find extended responses to the 
problems formulated as questions. Instead, they are marked with a letter code 
alone; this system is nevertheless precise enough to be insightful." Voetius 
later remarked that he had already formulated most of these problems in 1641 
and 1642.7? In order to help his students in taking notes during his lectures, 
Voetius decided in the end to heed to their request to publish these system- 
atically arranged lists of problems."^ Nevertheless, he cut out as many church 
historical and exegetical questions as he could, as well as philological-critical 
issues pertaining to specific Bible passages. He did not, however, avoid 
philosophical-theological questions "because without them didactic-elenctic 


70 “De Deo" (Dir-Dar); “De Attributis Dei in genere" with "De Attributis Dei in specie et 
quidem primi generis" and “De Attributis secundi generis" (D4r-Gar); "De Trinitate 
Personarum et quidem in genere" with “De Trinitate personarum in specie" (G3r-Kar); 
“De Decretis seu actionibus Dei immanentibus" (Kır-Kıv). The numbering of the chap- 
ters is not always consistent and deviates from the table of contents. 

71 “De operibus redemptionis seu de Deo redemptore in genere" (Hhir-Kkav); “De persona, 
officiis, et statibus Christi mediatoris” (Kk3v-Ppar); “De Effecto Christi Mediatoris, Salute 
scil. seu de Impetratione et applicatione Salutis" (Pp2r-Zz4v); “De Ecclesia" (Aaaır-Fff2v); 
"De Signis" (Gggir—Sffiv); "De quator novissimis" (Sffzr-Aaaa4v). The two final tracts are 
not mentioned in the table of contents. 

72 The following codes are used: A. - affirmatur; N. - negatur; D. - distinguitur, A. c. D. - 
affirmatur cum distinctione; N. c. D. - negatur cum distinctione; Q. C. - quaestio curiosa; 
Q. A. = quaestio absurda; Q. I. = quaestio inepta; N. L. = non liquet; N. ita L. = Non ita liquet; 
D. I. - docte ignoratur; D. P. & Disq. - disquiri permittimus, aut disquiritur; cum non ita 
liquet in utram partem determinandum; aut probabiliter in utramque partem disquiri 
et disputari potest; Incl. In N. aut A. - inclinamus in negantem, aut affirmantem; E. - 
Explicatur. At times references to representatives of the opposite standpoint are given, 
like: N. c. Vorstium - Negatur contra Vorstium. 

73 | SD V, 301 cf. SD I, 808; 111, 8; Duker, Voetius, 11, 222. 

74 Voetius, Syllabus problematum, praefatio, aar. 
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theology can hardly be passed on accurately" Voetius likewise revealed his 
intention to write a separate syllabus for these problems at some future point 
in time.” 

Voetius was aware that such a Syllabus was an innovation and thus a point 
of contention — and Maresius later indeed sharply criticized this work.’6 
However, Voetius was convinced of the pedagogical use of a systematically 
arranged overview of the problems that "are discussed in current controversies 
in the schools" or can unsettle students of theology." Because such an overview 
includes even absurd or purely speculative questions, he did consider it useful 
to mention them as well, as long as they could be marked as such with the 
letter codes.” Anyone who thought that such a complex apparatus was unnec- 
essary was entitled to his opinion, as long as Voetius was given room to follow 
the exemplary paradigm of such "lights of theology" as Philipp Melanchthon, 
Martin Bucer, Peter Martyr Vermigli (1500-1562), Antonius Sadeel (= Antoine 
de la Roche Chandieu, 1534-1591), Franciscus Junius, John Rainolds (1549- 
1607), William Perkins (1558-1602), Rudolf Hospinian (= Rudolf Wirth, 1547- 
1626), Franciscus Gomarus, John Davenant (ca. 1572-1641), and James Ussher 
(1581-1656).79 

Surprisingly fruitful for the themes treated in the present study is Voetius’s 
Catechisatie over den Heidelbergschen Catechismus.8° This work grew out of 
the catechism instruction as he first introduced it in 1620 in Heusden together 
with Cloppenburch, and later developed it in Utrecht in the context of his 
work as pastor there. Voetius in progressive fashion contributed in an impor- 
tant way to the development of catechetical instruction in the Dutch Republic 
and, just like Lodenstein, proved himself to be a representative of the Nadere 


75 Voetius, Syllabus problematum, praefatio, av: "Ne quaestiones minus principales in nimis 
magnam molem excrescerent, studio rescui quantum fieri potuit historico-ecclesiasticas; 
adhaec textuales ad scripturam... Quaestiones philosophico-theologicas plusculum 
insparsi; quod sine iis theologia didactico elenctica accurate tradi vix possit: quamvis et 
harum peculiaris atque uberior syllabus aliquando forte exhibendus.” See the announced 
"Syllabus quaestionum philosophico-theologicarum” (1668) in: Voetius, Diatribae de 
theologia, axr-divv (printed at the end of the Diatribae), and cf. Goudriaan and De Niet, 
"Voetius' "Introductio ad Philosophiam Sacram”; Goudriaan, “Bible Criticism," 31618. 

76 A similar Syllabus, albeit without answers, is later found with Voetius's pupil Van Rijssen, 
Francisci Turrettini ... Compendium theologiae didactico-elencticae, aax-bar ("Index con- 
troversiarum"). On Maresius's criticism, see above, ch. 3.3. 

77 Voetius, Syllabus problematum, praefatio, agr. 

78 Voetius, Syllabus problematum, praefatio, a3r—a3v. 

79 Voetius, Syllabus problematum, praefatio, agb-ag4r. This list of names is interesting 
because it mentions some of Voetiuss most important role models. However, these 
authors did not write a Syllabus problematum or a similar work. 

8o Catechisatie. 
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Reformatie.8! In Utrecht people soon noticed that the primarius theologiae pro- 
fessor did not hesitate to make foreign theologians wait while he — to their 
great surprise! — first finished his catechism lessons to young orphans.®? 

Voetius's Catechisatie was preceded by and derived from the Vragen over 
den catechismus (Utrecht, 1640; 2nd edition: 1646) taken down by his student 
Cornelis Poudroyen (d. 1662) during catechism lessons and then carefully 
reviewed by Voetius himself.5? Later Poudroyen also added Voetius's answers 
and, following the latter's revision and corrections, published the expanded 
work in 1653 under the title Catechisatie. The work would go through 
three subsequent editions, the last revision from 1662 once more undergo- 
ing revisions by Voetius before its publication.55 Although it appeared under 
Poudroyen's name, Voetius correctly saw the work as his own, and was followed 
in this by Poudroyen.$® After Voetius's death the work fell into near oblivion 
until Abraham Kuyper in 1891 published a successful edition of this work, and 
in the introduction correctly identified Voetius as its actual author.9" 

Voetius's Catechisatie is intended for beginnings, advanced, and even 
well-educated catechumens. Accordingly the questions and answers are 
divided into four classes according to their difficulty. As result, the Catechisatie 
also forms a rich source for the study of Voetius's theology. This is especially 
true when it comes to his view of theology and his doctrine of God. In the 
introduction Voetius devotes himself to “sacred theology," “the Christian reli- 
gion,” and "Holy Scripture.”®® The doctrine of God is dealt with in the context 
of question 25 of the Heidelberg Catechism with a discussion of God's being 
and the Trinity, the divine attributes, and, finally, an appendix on “the counsel 
of God.”89 


81 Cf. on this Verboom, De catechese, 120-30, 142-47. 

82 Duker, Voetius, 111, 140—42. 

83 See on this Van Gent, “Een merkwaardig vragenboekje.” 

84  Poudroyen, Catechisatie. 

85 Utrecht, 1655; Amsterdam, 1659; Dordrecht, 1662. 

86 Cf. Voetius, Politica ecclesiastica, 1, 863: "Quae autem et quomodo quaestiones utiliter 
excogitari et formari possint, indicat Syllabus Quaestionum, quas ex meis Catechizationi- 
bus Corn. Poudroyen olim per multos annos Catechumenus meus, postea in hac Academia 
Discipulus, notaverat, et tempore Ministerii sui cum responsionibus a me iterum iterum- 
que examinatis et formatis evulgavit." 

87 Kuyper, “Inleiding,” in: Catechisatie, 5-22 (esp. 7-13). In what follows, I will use the edition 
prepared by Kuyper. Page references will be to this edition. 

88 “Van de Heylige Theologie" (43-54); “Aenhanghsel van de Natuerlicke Theologie" (54-55); 
“Van de Christelijke Religie” (55-60); “Van de H. Schrifture" (61-100); “Van de Oudtvaders 
ende Kerckelicke Schrijvers” (100-101). 

89 “Van het eenigh Goddelick Wesen" (275-91); “Van de Goddelicke Eygenschappen" (292- 
309); "Van het Besluyt Godts” (309-12). 
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Of particular importance for Voetius's view of theology are the Diatribae 
de theologia, philologia, historia et philosophia sacra published together in one 
volume in 1668.9? Duker did not deal with this rather obscure volume, but 
Herman Bavinck did.?! Following a preface, this work presents a revised edi- 
tion of the two-part disputation De theologia??? the Disputatio theologica 
continens introductionem ad philologiam sacram,?? the Disputatio theologica 
de historia sacra with a bibliographical Appendicula,?* and the Introductio 
ad philosophiam sacram to which is added an Appendix librorum.95 This vol- 
ume closes with the Syllabus Quaestionum philologico-theologicarum whose 
planned publication Voetius had already announced in the Syllabus problema- 
tum theologicorum.?® 

In the preface to this collected volume, Voetius immediately in the very 
first sentence emphasizes that all orthodox theologians in general recognize 
philosophy as maid or servant and companion to theology, whose use is the 
"clarification and defence of special biblical texts or theological topics or 
questions.”?” For this he appeals to Augustine, as well as his Scottish colleague 


go Voetius, Diatribae de theologia. 

91 This volume is only briefly mentioned in Duker, Voetius, 111, appendix Lx111, and it is 
quoted twice in Bavinck, Gereformeerde dogmatiek, 1, 6, 145. 

92 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 1-17 (Resp.: Isaacus Snyerus; defended on 3 July 1647); 
17-40 (Resp.: Johannes Morris; defended on 10 July 1647). According to the Apparatus van 
der Woude the original disputations are entitled Problemata quaedam de theologia and 
Problematum de theologia, Pars II, respectively (both Utrecht: I. a Noortdyck) and found 
in the library of the Reformed Theological Academy in Sárospatak (Hungary). 

93 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 40-83 (Resp.: Johannes Tsere Apatzai; defended on 23 and 
27 March 1650). According to the Apparatus van der Woude the original disputations bear- 
ing the same title (Utrecht: Joh. a Waesberge) are found in the library of the Theological 
Institute Kolozsvár in Romania (Collegium Reformatus Claudiopolitanus). 

94 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 84—110 (Resp.: Franciscus Borsai; defended on 2 March1650). 
The original disputations bearing the same title are found in the Bibliothéque Nationale 
de France. The Appendicula was supplemented by Voetius in 1668; Voetius mentions in 
passing that he wrote this disputation from 1650 (106: "Post annum 1650, quo Disp. illas 
scribebam"). 

95 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 0-34 (Resp.: Daniel Suavius; defended on 7 July 1651). 
According to the Apparatus van der Woude, the original disputations bearing the same 
title (Utrecht: Joh. a Waesberge) are found in the library of Cambridge University. For 
a Dutch translation with introduction and annotations, which also takes into account 
the differences from the 1666 version in the Diatribae, see now Goudriaan and De Niet, 
“Voetius’ "Introductio ad Philosophiam Sacram." 

96 Cf. n. 75. However, this Syllabus does not contain any answers to the questions in the form 
of letter codes. 

97 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, praefatio, “ar: "Philosophiam Theologiae Ancillantem, seu 
famulam, et pedissequam ejus, hactenus asseruerunt Theologi Orthodox; et usum ejus in 
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Robert Baroni (1593-1639) who authored the important work Philosophia theo- 
logiae ancillans, Philipp Melanchthon and his followers Heinrich Alting (1583- 
1644) and Johann Heinrich Alsted (1588-1639), the Lutheran Balthasar Meisner 
(1587-1626), and finally Andreas Hyperius.?® 

With his Diatribae Voetius consciously placed himself in this tradition. 
Against those who oppose the use of philosophy properly understood, Voetius 
writes that especially the neglect of the received logic and metaphysics lead 
to rationalism as evident in the anonymous pamphlet with the "terrible title" 
Philosophia sacrae scripturae interpretes (1666).99 

Also noteworthy is another Diatriba originating in a three-part disputation 
from 1653 and published in 1666 under the title Diatriba de coelo beatorum, 
with a dedication to Johannes Slatius, Voetius's former colleague as pastor in 
Vlijmen and Heusden.!©° That this diatribe was considered significant is evi- 
dent in that it was republished posthumously in 1679, together with the TA 
AXKHTIKA.?! In the preface Voetius once again defended the use of scho- 
lastic method, yet this did not prevent him in the main text from interpret- 
ing human life from the perspective of eternity as revealed in Scripture and in 
the process rejecting the speculative madness of theologians (rabies theologi- 
corum) of which Melanchthon had already complained.!0? 

In the foreword to the TA AXKHTIKA, Voetius refers to two works that have 
not yet been encountered in the above, but which like his Proeve van de Cracht 


specialibus textibus scripturae, aut captibus ac quaestionibus Theologicis explicandis, ac 
contra adversarios defendendis, ostenderunt." 

98 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, praefatio, *2r-v. Baron, Philosophia theologiae ancillans. 
Hoc est, Pia et sobria explicatio quaestionum philosophicarum in disputationibus theo- 
logicis subinde occurrentium was republished 1649 in Amsterdam and 1676 in Frankfurt 
a. Main. For additional names, Voetius refers to his Bibliotheca, sect. 1, cap. 23 (*2v). Cf. on 
Melanchthon's understanding of philosophy Frank, Melanchthon; Beck, "Melanchthon 
und die reformierte Scholastik.” 

99 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, praefatio, *2v-*3v. See Lodewijk Meyer's programmatic 
treatise published with J. Rieuwertsz in Eleutheropolis [= “free city”; i.e., Amsterdam] (see 
above, ch. 3.4, n. 74), and note the subtitle: Exercitatio paradoxa, in qua, veram philoso- 
phiam infallibilem S. Literas interpretandi normam esse, apodictice demonstratur, et dis- 
crepantes ab hac sententiae expenduntur, ac refelluntur. 

100 Disputatio theologica, de coelo beatorum (Resp.: Johannes Mantaeus c.q. Johannes Alardi 
[pars secunda] c.q. Abraham Becker [pars tertia]; all Utrecht, 1653), available in the library 
of the Universteit van Amsterdam; Voetius, Diatriba de coelo beatorum, available in the 
Bibliothèque Nationale de France. Cf. on the Diatriba the analysis in De Niet, “Vroomheid 
of theologen-dolheid?" 

101 Voetius, Tractatus duo. 

102 De Niet, “Vroomheid of theologen-dolheid?" 
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der Godtsalicheyt and the TA AXKHTIKA identify him as a theologian and 
pastor of the Nadere Reformatie: 


Since I from the time I became professor of theology aimed to instruct, 
stimulate, and prepare the students entrusted to us for the sacred minis- 
try, I undertook public lectures, various private lectures and exercises, as 
well as the writing of a number of disputation collections and the publi- 
cation of edifying booklets (like the catalogue of sins of Josias van Houten 
and the Praxis of Lewis Bayly) so that I could remove from impudent 
opponents any basis for the claim that the theology of the Reformed is 
merely speculative — just as I did several years earlier in a work composed 
in the Dutch language against the false accusations of Daniel Tilenus.!03 


The first booklet to which Voetius here refers is the catalogue of sins from 
the Zeeland pastor Josias van Houten (1582-1623) entitled Korten wegh of 
Catechismus, which he revised and published beginning in 1637 in several edi- 
tions and with additions from Nicholas Byfield (1579-1622), Willem Teellinck, 
and himself under the title Biecht-boecxken der Christenen.!* This popular 
booklet identifies numerous sins against the Ten Commandments; the length 
of the list would may one to suppose that the authors intended it to be nothing 
less than complete. All the same, in the process the booklet does display the 
spiritual meaning of God's commandments and counters a dead orthodoxy.!05 

Also the second booklet to which Voetius referred is a revision he effected of 
an existing work: Lewis Bayly's (1565-1631) classic Practice of Piety, one of the 
most frequently published works in the early modern era, which underwent 


103 Voetius, Exercitia pietatis, 1, praefatio, *6r: “Ad id cum discipulos fidei nostrae commis- 
sos informare, excitare, et sacro ministerio praeparare ab initio professionis theologicae 
intenderem, lectiones publicas, variaque collegia atque excercitia privata, adhaec selec- 
tarum quarundam disputationum scriptiones, piorum libellorum (quales catalogus pec- 
catorum Josiae van Houten, Praxis Ludov. Bailly) editiones sic instituebam, ut a protervis 
adversariis nulla cum verisimilitudine jactari posset, theologiam reformatorum esse mere 
speculativam — uti annis aliquot ante ex professo contra Danielis Tileni calumnias scripto 
quodam vernaculo hic etiam recuso causam hanc egeram." 

104 Thus Meertens, Letterkundig leven, 181-82; De Groot, “Houten, Josias van (van den 
Houte)”; however, I was unable to verify these bibliographic details. The earliest edition 
known to me is Houten and Voetius, Biecht-boecxken der christenen (Utrecht, 1645; where, 
however, the preface by Voetius ends with: “Tot Vtrecht desen 1. Februraij 1637 ende 1645); 
also mentioned in Van der Haar, Schatkamer van de gereformeerde theologie in Nederland, 
no. H 710, and Op 't Hof, Engelse piëtistische geschriften, 629. Duker, Voetius, 111, 53, knows 
only a later edition from 1660; cf. also 111, appendix v, where Duker quotes extensively 
from the preface. After Voetius's death, Koelman published a new edition. 

105 Cf. Meertens, Letterkundig leven, 182. 
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translation into nearly every European language and even in the Massachusett 
language.!96 This work from the Anglican Puritan bishop also had great impact 
on German Pietism, and in particular on Spener.!” The first Dutch transla- 
tion appeared in 1620, and Voetius republished it beginning in 1642 together 
with extensive and at times critical marginal annotations.!° Striking is, for 
example, the fact that Voetius does not take over Bayly's arguments for a strict 
Sunday observance without a certain amount of criticism.109 

Voetius's tireless efforts for such works reveal that doctrine and life, faith 
and works, theological and pastoral training, all went together for him. As Jan 
Rohls has demonstrated, Voetius's precisionism — which is related to Bayly's — 
is consistently to be seen in the context of the early modern progress of social 
discipline (Gerhard Oestreich, Heinz Schilling).!o 


44 Representative of the Nadere Reformatie and Pietism 


Before we go on to part two of this study, we will consider Voetius's place in the 
Nadere Reformatie and Pietism by way of a critical survey of previous schol- 
arship. In the process, the preceding depiction of his life and work will gain 
greater contours and be placed within the broader context of the early mod- 
ern, international piety movement. 


4.41 Voetius and the Nadere Reformatie in the Older Scholarship 

As early as 1852, Max Goebel in the second volume to his Geschichte des christli- 
chen Lebens in der rheinisch-westphälischen evangelischen Kirche devoted 
attention to the Dutch reform movement and considered Voetius, notwith- 
standing some critical remarks on his "in the end most unfruitful scholastic 


106 Bayly, De practycke ofte oeffeninge der godsaligheydt. Desen lesten druck … verrijckt, door 
Gisbertus Voetius, Utrecht, 1642. The first edition was probably published in 161; the ear- 
liest dated edition known to us is from 1612. Cf. on Bayly Op 't Hof, Engelse piétistische 
geschriften, 169—78. 

107 Cf Wallmann, Der Pietismus, 68, 78, 105-6, 117; Op 't Hof, “De internationale invloed van 
het puritanisme,” esp. 380-81. 

108 See n. 106; Van der Haar, Schatkamer van de gereformeerde theologie in Nederland, no. v 
349. Duker, Voetius, 11, 221, knows only the edition of 1645. 

109 See the citations in Duker, Voetius, 11, appendix LXXXIV; Op 't Hof, Engelse piëtistische 
geschriften, 176—78. 

110 Rohls, “Der Prozeß der Zivilisation, esp. 76-85: “2. Sozialdisziplinierung und gott- 
wohlgefälliger Lebenswandel.’ The Groningen philosopher Martin Schoock was among 
the many critics of Voetius's "Precisheyt"; see Krop, “Het ‘monster van de preciesheid." 


128 CHAPTER 4 


endeavour"! to be “the principal and greatest theologian of his time, the pillar 
of orthodoxy,"!? describing him with these effusive words: 


Through exceptional giftedness, superb insight, tireless work and activity, 
a determined and strict piety, and his powerful and practical sermons, 
Voet soon won enormous influence for himself at the university and in 
his congregation that hung on his lips, and thus he governed for almost 
an entire century his immediate surroundings and, through these sur- 
roundings as well as his countless students and writings, he likewise 
governed the Dutch church and theology in their entirety; his words, his 
insights, his teachings were taken almost unconditionally as the standard 
of the truth and as infallible oracles.!? 


This evaluation is no doubt exaggerated and overlooks the difficulties with 
which Voetius was confronted within his own church and at the university, as 
well as in the city of Utrecht more broadly, but Goebel at least recognized that 
Voetius, as “an illuminating centre point of the Christian life in Utrecht with 
great drawing powers,’ together with such like-minded people as Jodocus van 
Lodenstein, Andreas Essenius, and Anna Maria van Schurman, “assembled a 
circle of true, genuine, and outstanding Christians”!!* — one of the earliest ref- 
erences in scholarship to the so-called "Voetian circle" which functioned as the 
core of the Nadere Reformatie as a whole.!!® Goebel did not see in Voetius the 
Spener of the Netherlands, but rather identified him in Lodenstein. An even 
greater influence was attributed to Jean de Labadie.!!6 

Two years later August Tholuck in his major study of academic life in 
the seventeenth century also considered the Dutch universities, including 
Utrecht.!" He correctly observed that the Reformed churches in Germany and 
Switzerland looked upon the Dutch church as their “north star" and accord- 
ingly sent their students to the Republic. What strikes one about Tholuck, 
however, is that he in spite of his great sympathy for the revival movement 


111 Goebel, Geschichte des christlichen Lebens, 11, 143. 

112 Goebel, Geschichte des christlichen Lebens, 11, 144. 

113 Goebel, Geschichte des christlichen Lebens, 11, 140—47, esp. 142. However, there is also erro- 
neous information in Goebel. For instance, he mentions Gouda instead of Heusden as the 
place where Voetius served as a pastor before he followed the call to Utrecht (ibid., 142). 

114 Goebel, Geschichte des christlichen Lebens, 11, 145. 

115 Cf. on this Van Lieburg, “De Voetiaanse kring,” and above, ch. 1.4.3. 

116 Van den Berg, “Die Frömmigkeitsbestrebungen” (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), 59. 

117 Tholuck, Die akademische Geschichte, 204—45, cf. 377-81. 
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had relatively small eyes for the Dutch piety movement surrounding Voetius, 
and saw the "Dutch Spener” not in him but in Cocceius.!? For Tholuck the 
Dutch reform movement in the end remained a chapter in the “Prehistory of 
Rationalism."? 

In light of the aforementioned studies from Tholuck and especially Goebel, 
itissomewhat striking that Willem op 't Hof identifies the beginning of Nadere 
Reformatie scholarship in Heinrich Heppe's Geschichte des Pietismus und der 
Mystik in der reformirten Kirche (1879).?? All the same, one must admit that 
Heppe had a much better grasp on the sources than Goebel did. As Heppe 
indicates in the preface, he was motivated to collect and study hitherto unex- 
amined primary sources not only out of his interest in the history of Reformed 
federal theology, but especially by his search for the “roots of the Pietism which 
arose in German theology with Spener.”!?! For the Pietists who had “appeared 
in the German Reformed church immediately before Spener,’ Heppe saw him- 
self forced to turn to the Netherlands.!22 He was most struck by what he saw 
when he examined the works of Voetius: “I saw that German theology had dis- 
torted the image of this pious, pietistic man of God."23 Voetius thus became 
one of the points of departure for Heppe's study. According to him, the Utrecht 
divine was especially distinguished by “the seriousness and zeal with which 
he not only as preacher but also as academic teacher had eyes for awaken- 
ing and stimulating the inner religious life,’ as well as by “the related vastness 
of his mind and freedom of his theological judgment."?^ Heppe stated that 
Voetius was “free of confessional narrow-mindedness"25 and, as Lodenstein 


118 Tholuck, Die akademische Geschichte, 226; cf. 214-23 (on Voetius). Tholuck's complaint 
about the alleged “barbarische Kunstterminologie" (“barbaric artificial terminology") in 
Voetius's writings has often been cited. Cf., for instance, Bizer, “Historische Einleitung,” 
LXII. Voetius himself puts forth a similar complaint against scholastics; see sp 1, 22: "Quod 
nonnunquam absque ulla necessitate, utantur vocibus barbaris et obscuris." Cf., however, 
SD 1, 24: "Quod phrasin seu stylum adhibeant non semper tam ineptum ac barbarum (ut 
delicatuli quidam clamant) sed vere acroamaticum, rebus abstrusis et divinis (ubi etiam 
vera dicere periculosum est) contra adversarios defendendis maxime idoneum." 

119 This is the title of the series to which the volume discussed here belongs. 

120 Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus; along with Op 't Hof, “Studie der Nadere Reformatie,” 
esp. 1. Ch. 4.4.1-2 of the present work is partly indebted to Op 't Hof's otherwise sound 
research review. 

121 Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus, V11; the name of Spener is highlighted in the original. 

122 Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus, v11; emphasis in the original. 

123 Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus, v11; cf. also Heppe, “Der Pietist Gisbertus Voetius.” 

124 Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus, 145. 

125 Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus, 153. 
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had already stressed, the leading figure among the "teachers of the power 
of piety.”126 

Heppe defined Pietism broadly as “the striving to complete the church's 
reformation in the sixteenth century as a mere reform of doctrine by awak- 
ening piety or reforming life."?7 For Heppe “Pietism” is thus a general term 
that includes English Puritansim — with Cambridge University as the “first for- 
tress of Pietism” in the sixteenth century"? — as well as the Reformed piety 
movement in the Netherlands, and Lutheran Pietism of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries. The last sentence of Heppe's Geschichte des Pietismus is 
revelatory for his understanding of the roots of Spener's theology: 


Spener stood for … virtually the same thing as what the Pietists of England 
and the Netherlands had taught as "praxis" and "exercise of piety"; and 
so the light which had at some time been extinguished in the Reformed 
church of these countries became through Spener a light of truth and life 
for the Lutheran church.'?? 


The very year after Heppe's work was published, Albrecht Ritschl also printed 
the first volume to his extensive three-volume Geschichte des Pietismus (1880— 
1886 ).!3° The structure of this work alone reveals that Ritschl like Heppe saw the 
origin of "Pietism in the Lutheran Church of the Seventeenth and Eighteenth 
Centures" (vols. 2 and 3) in the "Pietism in the Reformed Church" (vol. 1), where 
he also located the Pietism of the Dutch Reformed church as chronologically 
prior to that of the German and Swiss churches. Ritschl, too, saw Voetius as the 
"greatest and most influential, and at the same time the most characteristic, 


126 Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus, 146. Over against the early Duker and probably also 
Tholuck Heppe emphasizes not without good reason: "Allein das Latein Voets ist ganz 
dasselbe, welches seine Feinde und seine Gegner sprachen und schrieben, — nur dass er 
der Scholastik kundiger war als diese, weshalb ihm auch die technischen Ausdrücke der- 
selben geläufiger waren als Anderen, und neben der Scholastik kannte er ein Gebiet des 
theologischen und religiósen Lebens, und das sich die Anderen nie gekümmert haben, 
nämlich die Mystik des Mittelalters und der folgenden Zeit, und gerade die Stellung welche 
Voet zur Mystik und zum Pietismus einnahm, hatte seinem eigenen religiósen Leben und 
seinem kirchlichen Wirken den Charakter aufgeprágt, der dasselbe auszeichnete." 

127 Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus, 6 (emphasis in the original). 

128 Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus, 6. 

129 Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus, 502-3 (emphasis in the original). Likewise also Troeltsch, 
Protestantisches Christentum, 404-6. 

130 Ritschl, Geschichte des Pietismus, 1. 
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personality in the Dutch Reformed church of the seventeenth century"?! For 
him the Utrecht theologian was “in every way the greatest thing Calvinism in 
the Dutch church ever produced."?? These lofty words are all the more remark- 
able given that Ritschl thought Voetius to have made hardly any contribution 
in the field of dogmatics since, “aside from his polemical studies,’ he had 
devoted his work “predominantly to describing practical living.”!33 

All the same, Ritschl identified neither Voetius nor Cocceius as Pietists, and 
rather saw them as forerunners of actual Pietism. He saw evidence for this in 
that Voetius, for example, may well have been open to Catholic asceticism 
and the Bernardine piety with which Willem Teellinck introduced *a hitherto 
unseen form in the practice of the Reformed,” but still did not go so far as the 
radicalism of the English Independentists.'?* Ritschl identified the first Pietist 
in Lodenstein, whose stimulus Labadie with his separatism then developed 
further. Ritschl's evaluation of this development as well as of Pietism as a 
whole was negative, however. This negative evaluation of Pietism was partly 
due to his views on the relationship between justification and reconciliation, 
and between justification and sanctification. The lasting impact he had on 
twentieth-century Pietism scholarship was thus not formed by his theological 
evaluation or his somewhat arbitrary classification of different Pietist currents, 
but rather his use of the concept of Pietism, in which he included the Dutch 
reform movement, separatism, and the Moravians.!?5 


4.4.2. Voetius and the Nadere Reformatie in More Recent Scholarship 

In the Netherlands, scholarship on the Dutch reform movement began 
towards the end of the nineteenth century. The first stimulus was formed by 
three Leiden dissertations on Willem Teellinck, Lodenstein, and Wilhelmus 
à Brakel (1635-1711), all of which followed the Ritschlian approach}? Several 
years later there followed two dissertations on Jacobus Koelman (1632-1695) 


131 Ritschl, Geschichte des Pietismus, 1, 101-30, esp. 101. The first volume is titled “Der Pietismus 
in reformierten Kirche,” and the second and third volumes are titled “Der Pietismus in der 
lutherischen Kirche des 17. und 18. Jahrhunderts.” 

132 Ritschl, Geschichte des Pietismus, 1, 102. For this assessment Ritschl invokes also August 
Tholuck and Christian Sepp. 

133 Ritschl, Geschichte des Pietismus, 1, 102. The quantitative argument advanced by Ritschl 
suffers already from the fact that he seems to know only the first four volumes of the 
Selectae disputationes theologicae. 

134 Ritschl, Geschichte des Pietismus, 10-11, 124, 128 (quotations). 

135 Cf. Van den Berg, “Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen" (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), 59-60; 
Wallmann, Der Pietismus, 23-24. 

136 Proost, Jodocus van Lodenstein; Los, Wilhelmus à Brakel; Engelberts, Willem Teellinck. 
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and Wilhelmus Schortinghuis (1700-1750) from the University of Utrecht.!?? 
Significant about them is not only that A. F. Krull in his work on Koelman 
placed himself in the line of Heppe, but especially that J. C. Kromsigt — not- 
withstanding the title of his monograph on Schortinghuis — opted to use the 
term “nadere reformatie” for the Dutch reform movement. This term he took 
over from a popular church history book in which G. J. Vos as early as 1882 had 
identified the reform efforts undertaken by the Utrecht pastors as a “Nadere 
Reformatie,” therein adhering to the title of the reform programme the Utrecht 
consistory submitted on 28 June 1665.188 

After Kromsigt, the term "Nadere Reformatie" began slowly to establish itself 
in Dutch scholarship, also in view of the fact that "Pietism" had even more neg- 
ative connotations in the Netherlands than it already had in Germany. This 
was the reason that Duker expressed his indignation at Ritschl's inclusion of 
Voetius and his followers in a Geschichte des Pietismus ("History of Pietism"). 
For, as he pointed out, no anti-dogmatism can be found in the scholastic 
Voetius.!?? All the same, Duker himself hardly saw any place for Voetius even in 
the Nadere Reformatie, although his study does clearly show that he was aware 
of the reform programme and petition from 1665.140 

As the title of his study reveals, Wilhelm Goeters in his Die Vorbereitung 
des Pietismus in der reformierten Kirche der Niederlande bis zur labadistischen 
Krisis 1670 (1911) followed Heppe and Ritschl in tracing the roots of Pietism to 
the Reformed church in the Netherlands.!^! Goeters showed in this monograph 
that he had a better grasp on the sources than Heppe and Ritschl did; what 
remains unclear, however, is how he understood the concept of Pietism. It 
thus remains uncertain for what reason and to what extent the ecclesiastical 
reform party in the Netherlands did not form a part of Pietism, but represented 


137 Krull, Jacobus Koelman; Kromsigt, Wilhelmus Schortinghuis. 

138 Vos, Geschiedenis der Vaderlandsche Kerk, 1, 57-64, and cf. Van Lieburg, De Nadere 
Reformatie, 140—41, 125-33 (text incl. request); Op 't Hof, "Studie der Nadere Reformatie.” 
The title of the reform programme reads: “Middelen van nader reformatie der seden 
in dese gemeinte ontstelt, ter occasie van den swaren Engelschen oorloog en geleden 
nederlage.” 

139 Duker, Voetius, 11, 235, n. 1: “Wanneer dr. A. Ritschl … Voetius en diens geestverwanten 
onder de pietisten meent te kunnen rangschikken, is dit onjuist, zoo niet ongerijmd. 
Immers bij den Utrechtsten hoogleeraar geen spoor van anti-dogmatisme; wat toch den 
waren pietist moet kenmerken. Veeleer ijverde hij, als scholastiek theoloog, in beslist 
tegengestelden zin." Heppe also is mentioned only in passing; Duker, Voetius, 111, 196, n. 3. 

140 Cf. Duker, Voetius, 111, 139, 159, appendix XVIII. 

141 Goeters, Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus; cf. on this Op 't Hof, “Studie der Nadere 
Reformatie.” 
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a preparatory stage.!*? According to Goeters, Voetius was the leader of the 
reform party who not only as "the giant Atlas" carried the University of Utrecht 
on his shoulders, but also stood out through his “simple humility" and “strict 
objectivity" so that “every form of selfishness … in his personality" had been 
quelled.!#3 Goeters in this context considered above all Voetius's work in the 
“church political battles of the Voetian party.”!** All the same, he did not con- 
sider Voetius, but rather the Puritan William Ames, to be the most influential 
figure for the theological orientation of the reform party, and consequently 
discussed his theology at length.!^5 As the present work will make clear, this 
thesis, which would later be developed further by Karl Reuter, 46 is debat- 
able. Goeters — and, later, Johannes Wallmann - nevertheless saw, all in all, 
Labadie as the most important historical figure in the prehistory of Pietism, 
and devoted the entire second part of the volume to him.!*” 

The German-American Pietism specialist F. Ernest Stoeffler attributed 
much greater significance to English Puritanism than Goeters had. He saw in it 
the beginnings of a great international piety movement within Protestantism, 
which next took hold of the Netherlands and Johann Arndt (1555-1621), until 
it through Dutch influences reached Spener and Francke so as finally to spread 
itself even further in the eighteenth century. For this common movement he 
in his 1965 monograph The Rise of Evangelical Pietism proposed “Pietism” (yet 
without negative connotations) as a collective term.148 In Anglo-Saxon schol- 
arship Stoeffler's broad definition of Pietism did not find a great following, 
however? and when the four-volume Geschichte des Pietismus (Göttingen, 
1993-2004) followed Stoeffler's proposal it in fact triggered fierce debates.!5° 

Stoeffler did not limit himself to Puritanism, but also identified roots for 
Reformed Pietism in the devotio moderna and in humanism. Like Heppe 
had done before him, Stoeffler attributed too great a role in this to Dirck 


142 Thusalso Van den Berg, "Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen" (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), 60. 

143 Goeters, Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus, 17-20, esp. 19. 

144 Goeters, Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus, 56, 120-38. 

145 Goeters, Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus, 54-120. Ames was professor of theology in 
Franeker from 1622 to 1632. 

146 Reuter, Wilhelm Amesius. See now for Ames' significant impact Van Vliet, Ríse of Reformed 
System, and Yagi, A Gift from England. 

147 Cf Wallmann, “Labadismus und Pietismus.” 

148 Stoeffler, The Rise of Evangelical Pietism, esp. 1-32. 

149 Strom, “Problems and Promises of Pietism Research,’ esp. 547-49. 

150 See below, ch. 4.4.3. 
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Volkertszoon Coornhert (1520-1590).!>! He furthermore saw Jean Taffin (1528- 
1602), Udemans, Willem Teellinck, Lodenstein, Theodorus à Brakel (1608- 
1669), Johannes Teellinck, Wilhelmus à Brakel, Saldenus as well as Labadie 
as the main representatives of Reformed Pietism. Stoeffler also emphasized 
that this movement had "the support of the sharpest minds of the day" among 
them Voetius and his students Essenius, Hoornbeeck, and Witsius.!9? It also 
did not escape the notice of Stoeffler that Voetius encouraged the formation 


of pious conventicles as long as they remained embedded within the context 
of the church.!53 


Beginning in 1976, the number of scholarly studies on Reformed Pietism in 
the Netherlands grew exponentially, with stimulus from the Documentatieblad 
Nadere Reformatie (DNR), whose first issue appeared in 1977, and since 2015 
also from the international Journal for the History of Reformed Pietism (JHRP) 
and its succesor Studies in Puritanism & Pietism. In the forty-two year period 
separating 1976 and 2019, more than 2,000 books and articles appeared.!5* 
Only some of the most important studies can, of course, be mentioned here. 

Simon van der Linde identified the beginning of the Nadere Reformatie in 
Jean Taffin.55 Because of his promotion of living pietas, Voetius was to be seen 
as a spiritual relative of Spener, although not like Labadie as a Pietist in the 
Ritschlian sense of the word.!56 


151 Stoeffler, The Rise of Evangelical Pietism, 121; Heppe, Geschichte des Pietismus, 79-86. 
Similar to Stoeffler, Ted A. Campell, on the one hand, emphasizes the impact of 
Puritanism on the Nadere Reformatie, and on the other hand, characterizes both move- 
ments as important roots of Evangelicalism; see Campell, The Religion of the Heart. 

152 Stoeffler, The Rise of Evangelical Pietism, 178-79. Stoeffler characterizes the mediating fig- 
ure Witsius one-sidedly as Cocceian; cf., however, Van Genderen, Herman Witsius. 

153 Stoeffler, The Rise of Evangelical Pietism, 160. 

154 See the databank "Pietas Studies & Research Archive” on www.ssnr.nl and, for the period 
until 2001, Huisman, Bibliografie van het gereformeerde Piëtisme (BPN). The DNR (issn: 
0165-4349) is published by the Stichting Studie der Nadere Reformatie (SSNR), and JHRP 
(issn: 2405-755X) is an international open access journal (jhrp.godgeleerdheid.vu.nl) 
that merged in 2019 with the Studies in Puritanism Journal, resulting in the Studies in 
Puritanism & Piety Journal (www.studiesinpuritanism.org). Among the most important 
researchers who were active only before 1976 and have not been mentioned so far are 
J. de Boer (Huisman, BPN, no. 129), H. Bouwman (no. 150), P. J. Meertens (nos. 949-52), 
and M. J. A. de Vrijer (nos. 1371—75). 

155 Van der Linde, Jean Taffin; Van der Linde, "Jean Taffin und die Anfánge" (Huisman, BPN, 
no. 910 is wrong). 

156 Van der Linde, “Gisbertus Voetius,’ esp. 273. 
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Van der Linde's student Cornelis Graafland in a 1982 study emphasized the 
influence of Puritanism on the rise of Reformed Pietism.!?” He furthermore 
pointed to the effect of the devotio moderna especially on Willem Teellinck 
and Voetius, who he argued became familiar with the Catholic piety tradition 
mostly by way of Puritanism — an evaluation which is rather questionable 
given Voetius's independent knowledge of the sources.!58 Even more problem- 
atic is Graafland's thesis that the piety of the Nadere Reformatie on account of 
its proximity to scholasticism in the end developed into a rational doctrinal 
system, and that especially through Voetius.5? Although Graafland nuanced 
this thesis in his later studies, his approach to the Nadere Reformatie continued 
to follow a “Calvin against the Calvinists” paradigm albeit in different forms.!60 

In his 1974 dissertation on preaching in the Nadere Reformatie, Teunis 
Brienen likewise pointed to what he saw as the problematic influence of scho- 
lasticism.!® In Voetius's Utrecht circle as well as in Lodenstein, so Brienen 
argued, a system of classification developed in the preaching according to 
which the listening church members were divided into several classes.!6? This 
development was to have taken a turn for the worse through the controversy 
between Voetius and Cocceius. However, Brienen already had to admit that 
in (the few) extant sermons from Voetius, the different classes still “ran some- 
what through each other"63 Consequently, he identified Lodenstein as the 
first "true representative" of the Nadere Reformatie!6* — not to mention the 
fact that the entire construction actually reveals itself to be somewhat artifi- 
cial. Another controversial thesis was Brienen's position that the roots for the 
Nadere Reformatie are on the whole not to be found in the Reformation, but in 
late medieval scholasticism and mysticism.!65 


157 Graafland, “Der Einfluß des Puritanismus.’ In his doctoral dissertation (Graafland, De 
zekerheid van het geloof), he did not deal with Puritanism, apart from William Ames. Cf. 
on Graafland Op 't Hof, “Graafland als dogmenhistoricus"; Op 't Hof, “Studie der Nadere 
Reformatie." 

158 Graafland, De zekerheid van het geloof, esp. 60-64 on the impact of Thomas à Kempis on 
Voetius. Voetius himself published the Imitatio Christi translated into Dutch. On Voetius's 
recourse to Catholic pious literature, see De Niet's introduction ("Inleiding") to Voetius, 
Exercitia pietatis, and De Reuver, Sweet Communion. 

159 Graafland, De zekerheid van het geloof, 150-61; Graafland, “Gereformeerde Scholastiek VI 
(1), esp. 117-28; Graafland, “Gereformeerde Scholastiek VI (2).’ 

160 Cf. on this Muller, After Calvin, 3-4, 63-102. In Graafland, “Kernen en contouren van de 
Nadere Reformatie,’ Graafland refrains from a value judgement. 

161 Brienen, De prediking van de Nadere Reformatie; cf. Brienen, “Voetius en Hoornbeeck.” 

162 Brienen, De prediking van de Nadere Reformatie, 81-179, esp. 84, 10216. 

163 Brienen, De prediking van de Nadere Reformatie, 108. 

164 Brienen, De prediking van de Nadere Reformatie, 108. 

165 Brienen, De prediking van de Nadere Reformatie, 305-6, 315. 
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Teunis Brienen likewise contributed to the three important volumes on the 
Nadere Reformatie which appeared between 1986 and 1993, and to which other 
prominent authors like Graafland and Van 't Spijker contributed as well.!66 
In these volumes, the contributions from Van 't Spijker stand out. He saw the 
Nadere Reformatie as "the Dutch manifestation of an international Pietism of 
the seventeenth century." 67 Other manifestations of this European Pietism 
included English Puritanism and German Lutheran Pietism, which Van 't 
Spijker understood in the narrower sense of the word. Characteristic of this 
European Pietism as a whole are a Protestant orientation, the expression 
of individual, subjective piety, and the moral expression of a Christan life 
(praecisitas).!68 What particularly defines the Nadere Reformatie is its theo- 
cratic ideal, although over the course of time we see a development to greater 
subjectivity and individuality as well as greater emphasis on praecisitas. 
However, the Nadere Reformatie, together with Pietism as such, stands in clear 
continuity with the Reformation. Van 't Spijker identified Voetius as the most 
important theologian of the Nadere Reformatie, and at the same time as the 
most important representative of Reformed orthodoxy.!®9 Likewise notewor- 
thy in Van 't Spijker's work is his balanced analysis of the roots of the Nadere 
Reformatie. To this proven Reformation scholar, it seemed that the Nadere 
Reformatie was indeed a continuation of the early city Reformation, but now 
under the specific political conditions of the young Republic with the territo- 
rial reform claims.!”° He also saw an important connection to Martin Bucer. 
At the same time, the Nadere Reformatie just like Reformation itself was fully 
catholic in the deepest sense of the word, and connected to both the devotio 
moderna and humanism. Puritanism, too, ranked among its most important 
roots. The ecclesiologial and moral ideal of the Nadere Reformatie was in the 
end rooted in pietas, the spiritual life coram Deo.™ 

More strongly than Van 't Spijker does Op 't Hof, like Heppe and especially 
Stoeffler, emphasize the influence of Puritanism. In his extensive Utrecht dis- 
sertation (1987) he attempted by way of a bibliometrical and prosopographic 


166 Brienen et al, De Nadere Reformatie; Brienen et al, De Nadere Reformatie en het 
Gereformeerd Piëtisme; Brienen et al., Theologische aspecten van de Nadere Reformatie. 

167 Van't Spijker, “De Nadere Reformatie,” esp. 5. 

168 Van't Spijker, “De Nadere Reformatie,” 6-8. 

169 Van t Spijker, “De Nadere Reformatie,” 8-16, esp. 15; Van 't Spijker, “Gisbertus Voetius.” 

170 Van ’t Spijker, “De Nadere Reformatie,” 15-16, cf. 16: “We beschouwen de Nadere Reformatie 
als een poging tot een strikte doorvoering van de eigenlijke Reformatie in de meest volle 
zin van het woord over alle gebieden van kerk, geloof en leven binnen de Nederlandse 
situatie aan het eind van de zestiende en het begin van de zeventiende eeuw.” 

171 Van ’t Spijker, “De Nadere Reformatie,” 20-48. Cf. also Van 't Spijker, “Orthodoxie en 
Nadere Reformatie.” 
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study to argue that the Nadere Reformatie not only owed its origins almost 
entirely to England's Pietistic Puritanism, but also that it continued to be 
impacted by Puritanism right through until the end of the seventeenth 
century? The bibliometric data do indeed point in this direction, although 
one does well to remember that Op 't Hof's chosen method may be illustrative 
yet is not entirely conclusive for identifying the beginnings of a current of piety 
and theology. It is also interesting that Op 't Hof applied a 1983 definition of 
the Nadere Reformatie, which he helped draw up, to Pietism as whole with- 
out virtually any change at all. With that, Pietism was more or less annexed to 
the Reformed field: "Pietism was the current within Reformed Protestantism 
which ... pursued the radical sanctification of all areas of life."73 For Op 't 
Hof, Dutch Pietism finds its beginning in 1588 and includes Taffin and Ames, 
while the Nadere Reformatie begins in 1608 with Willem Teellinck's Philopatris 
and forms a movement of Dutch Pietists within the Reformed church!” 
According to Op 't Hof, Voetius too underwent considerable influence from 
Teellinck and Puritanism, although Voetius's reception of the Reformation is 
not ignored, either.!75 

Bibliographical tools are, of course, absolutely indispensable for bibli- 
ometrical analyses. An important contribution in this respect was made 
in particular by Jan van der Haar in his bibliographical studies on primary 
sources.76 The Amsterdam historian Fred van Lieburg numbers among 
the scholars who bibliometrically analysed Van der Haar's bibliographical 
studies.” He also applied the methods of prosopography and the history 
of mentalities to the Nadere Reformatie. In one important contribution, Van 


172 Op t Hof, Engelse piëtistische geschriften; cf. Op 't Hof, “Die Nähere Reformation"; Op 't 
Hof, “De internationale invloed van het puritanisme"; Op 't Hof, “Die Niederlande als 
Brücke"; Op 't Hof, Het gereformeerd piétisme. 

173 Op t Hof, Engelse piëtistische geschriften, 24, and cf. Brienen et al., De Nadere Reformatie 
en het Gereformeerd Piëtisme. It is significant that Op 't Hof omits the phrase “alsmede de 
verdieping en de verbreding van de doorwerking van de zestiende-eeuwse Hervorming 
beoogend.” 

174 Opt Hof, Engelse piëtistische geschriften, 612-25. Moreover, Gataker, Antithesis, a work 
published 1638 in London with Joh. Haviland demonstrates that contemporaries saw 
clear commonalities in the reform efforts by Ames and Voetius; cf. Nauta, “Voetius,” 445. 

175 Op’tHof, Engelse piëtistische geschriften, 629—30, 635; Op 't Hof, “Voetius en de gebroeders 
Willem en Eeuwout Teellinck"; Op 't Hof, "Voetius' evaluatie van de Reformatie.” 

176 Cf. Huisman, Bibliografie van het gereformeerde Piëtisme, no. 505-27, among which Van 
der Haar, From Abbadie to Young; idem, Schatkamer van de gereformeerde theologie in 
Nederland; idem, Internationale ökumenische Beziehungen; idem, Drielandenverkeer. 

177 Van Lieburg, “Piëtistische lectuur in de zeventiende en achttiende eeuw”; Van Lieburg, 
Levens van vromen. Gereformeerd piëtisme in de achttiende eeuw; cf. also Op 't Hof, “Die 
Nähere Reformation,’ 166—69, 178-82. 
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Lieburg directed himself against Op 't Hof, and showed that the Voetian cir- 
cle, in spite of the great importance it held for the Nadere Reformatie espe- 
cially through Voetius himself, ought not to be romanticized, and furthermore 
argued that this circle was much less organized than the Utrecht "Collegie 
der scavanten” in which Cartesians, Cocceians, several members of the 
Walloon church, and Remonstrants united themselves against Voetius and his 
followers.!78 Pioneering for Nadere Reformatie scholarship was Van Lieburg's 
work on the acts of the Reformed consistory in Utrecht during the tenure 
of Voetius, whose influence as pastor was hardly inferior to his influence as 
professor and rector to the university? Van Lieburg's introspective analysis, 
which approaches the reform movement from the inside, is likewise insight- 
ful for the retrospective determination of the historical concept of the Nadere 
Reformatie.8° As Van Lieburg has shown, the content of the reform pro- 
gramme submitted by the Utrecht consistory on 28 June 1665, which describes 
the “means to a further reformation of morals,’ can be taken as representative 
for the common ideology uniting the representatives of the Nadere Reformatie. 
Moreover, until ca. 1675, this reform movement was also characterized by a 
cultural dimension in the context of early modern social discipline, as well as 
a political and social dimension to which the individual-subjective piety was 
subordinated.!ë! 

In view of the waves the Nadere Reformatie sent out beyond the borders of 
the Dutch Republic, it is especially worth noting the work of the South African 
historian Johannes Hofmeyr, which traces out the influence of a number of 
essential aspects of the Nadere Reformatie in South Africa as well as North 
America.!8? 


178 Van Lieburg, “De Voetiaanse kring,’ esp. 38-39; cf. Gootjes, "The Collegie der scavanten." 

179 Van Lieburg, De Nadere Reformatie; this work appeared in 1989. 

180 Van Lieburg, De Nadere Reformatie, 139, consistently distinguishes between Nadere 
Reformatie with an introspective and retrospective meaning by using lower- and 
upper-case letters. See also Van Lieburg, “Dynamics of Dutch Calvinism,” 65, where he 
recommends to restrict the term to the reform programmes in its original context from 
1573 to 1685, rather than using it to designate an independent movement or introducing 
artificial constructions. 

181 Van Lieburg, De Nadere Reformatie, 141—47, 125-33; cf. Van Lieburg, “From Pure Church to 
Pious Culture.” In the case of the reformation request from 28 May 1600, the introspective 
usage of the term “de nadere reformatie” does not coincide with the historiographical 
term, as van Lieburg demonstrates contra Broeyer, “Het begrip ‘Nadere Reformatie!” 

182 Hofmeyr, Die Nederlandse Nadere Reformasie en sy invloed op twee kontinente; Van der 
Watt, “Gisbertus Voetius” Cf. the historical-theological work written already in 1975 by 
Hofmeyr, Johannes Hoornbeeck as polemikus, and see now idem, “Johannes Hoornbeeck”; 
idem, "Johannes Hoornbeeck's views". 
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After years of preparatory work involving leading scholars, the workgroup 
Stichting Studie der Nadere Reformatie (est. 1981) was able in 1995 to present a 
new definition for the Nadere Reformatie. This definition has since found gen- 
eral acceptance, and will also be followed in the present work. According to it, 
the Nadere Reformatie is 


that movement within the Dutch Reformed church in the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries which, in reaction to the watering down or 
absence of living faith, placed the personal experience of faith and piety 
in the centre, and on that basis established substantive and procedural 
reform programmes, submitted them to the ecclesiastical, political, and 
social organisms, and/or in that line strove for a further reformation of 
church, society, and state in word and deed.!83 


In detail it is further illustrated that the Nadere Reformatie was primarily a 
piety movement and as such formed a part of Reformed Pietism. Moreover, the 
Nadere Reformatie was wholeheartedly Reformed, and for that reason had an 
ecclesiastical orientation. It consciously joined itself to the sixteenth-century 
Reformation, but wanted to push it further. Its efforts for reform were made 
concrete in reform programmes with which it sought to highlight the reforma- 
tion of morals and church discipline. This came to expression in a theocratic 
mindset where, in following Puritanism, Sabbath observance played an impor- 
tant role.!54 

The first expression of this movement was identified in Willem Teellinck's 
reform programme as set out in his Philopatris.!85 It was also Teellinck who 
introduced the term and its equivalent of “vorder reformatie” as a translation 
of the Puritan expression "further reformation.” Thus, as L. F. Groenendijk 
had already demonstrated, “Nadere Reformatie” is not a translation of the 
Scottish term “second reformation,” nor is it directly related to the German 
phenomenon of the "second Reformation" in the context of Reformed 
confessionalization.!86 Determining the end of the movement is more difficult, 


183 Graafland, Op't Hof, and Van Lieburg, “Nadere Reformatie,” there 108. This definition also 
lies at the basis of the current project of a four-volume encylopedia: Op't Hof, Encyclopedie 
Nadere Reformatie. 

184 Graafland, Op't Hof, and Van Lieburg, “Nadere Reformatie,'137-51. 

185 Graafland, Op't Hof, and Van Lieburg, “Nadere Reformatie,’153-55. 

186 Graafland, Op't Hof, and Van Lieburg, “Nadere Reformatie," 114-16; Groenendijk, “De 
oorsprong van de uitdrukking ‘Nadere Reformatie!” Therefore, the characterization as 
"Dutch Second Reformation" in the subtitle of Beeke, Assurance of Faith: Calvin, English 
Puritanism, and the Dutch Second Reformation (cf. also Beeke, "The Dutch Second 
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since it cannot simply be located in the last reform programme which Jacobus 
Koelman submitted as late as 1694, sixteen years after the publication of his 
well-known De Pointen van Nodige Reformatie? What helps in this context is 
to maintain a distinction between main representatives, followers, and sympa- 
thizers. For, while there were no leading representatives after Koelman, follow- 
ers and sympathisers did continue to appear.!88 

According to the workgroup’s findings, the most important representative 
and central figure is to be identified in Gisbertus Voetius, through whose work 
Utrecht developed into the epicentre of the Nadere Reformatie, and through 
whose efforts the consistory produced eight reform programmes and requests 
between 1658 and 1674. In this respect he also slowly formed a theological 
school around himself, so that after his death such followers as Melchior 
Leydecker (1642-1721) and Witsius were able to continue his piety tradition.!89 

The new definition was not yet available to Johannes van den Berg for 
his articles on the “piety movements in the Netherlands" in the first two vol- 
umes of the Geschichte des Pietismus (1993, 1995).?? He recognizes the Dutch 
piety movement's relationship to Pietism and Puritanism, but does not use 
these terms to designate the Dutch movement so as to emphasize its par- 
ticularities. Nevertheless, it remains unclear why he prefers the term “Dutch 
Puritanism" to “Nadere Reformatie,” avoiding the former for the simple reason 
that it does not occur in the relevant literature.?! The fact that he, together 
with the majority of scholars, sees great influence from Puritanism on the 


Reformation"; Beeke and Elshout, “The Dutch Second Reformation,” Ixxxvi) is problem- 
atic; but see now Beeke, “Evangelicalism in the Dutch Further Reformation” On Germany, 
see Schilling, Die reformierte Konfessionalisierung, and cf. the critical reaction in Klueting, 
“Gab es eine ‘Zweite Reformation’?” 

187 Graafland, Op't Hof, and Van Lieburg, “Nadere Reformatie,” 165-70. 

188 Graafland, Op't Hof, and Van Lieburg, “Nadere Reformatie,” 165-78. 

189 Graafland, Op't Hof, and Van Lieburg, “Nadere Reformatie,” 135, 139, 157-58, 161; Op 't 
Hof, “Die Nähere Reformation,” 170-71. See for Leydecker (or Leydekker) Hoek, Melchior 
Leydecker, and for Witsius Van den Brink, Tot zonde gemaakt. Van Vliet, Rise of Reformed 
System, conveyed in his important study the broad influence of William Ames, whose 
“thought contributed significantly in formulating the marrow of the Reformed tradition 
in its understanding of biblical Christianity as holding dear both faith and works, God's 
divine grace and the believer's obedient response," although Ames *did not leave behind 
a school" (268). While acknowledging Voetius as "leader of a post-Reformation renewal 
movement in the Dutch Republic" (ibid., 64), Van Vliet mentions him in the chapters on 
the Nadere Reformatie only incidentally (ibid., 162—230). 

190 Van den Berg, “Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen" (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), and Van 
den Berg, “Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen" (Geschichte des Pietismus 2), where he no 
longer addresses the definition of “Nadere Reformatie.” 

191 Van den Berg, “Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen" (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), 58. 
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beginnings of the Reformed piety movement can hardly be a sufficient ground 
for this preference.?? Van den Berg applies the term “piety movements" 
(Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen), which is found in the title to his articles, more 
widely than “Nadere Reformatie, since it can also be used to include the 
Cocceians, or even Anabaptists and Collegiants. It is still not clear, however, 
what relationship the Nadere Reformatie and these other piety movements 
together have with Pietism and thus to the overall title of the volumes in which 
his articles were published. 

Van den Berg does see good grounds for placing “Voetius and his circle in 
Utrecht" in the very centre of the Nadere Reformatie.9? He notes that Voetius 
had already shown in the works from his time in Heusden — i.e Lacrymae 
crocodili abstersae (1627) and Proeve van de cracht der Godtsalicheyt together 
with the Meditatie van de oprechte Practycke der goede wercken (1628) — that 
he belonged to the Nadere Reformatie.9^ Van den Berg also argues convinc- 
ingly that the practical-ethical components of Voetius's reform efforts were 
accompanied by a "component more directed to inner experience" inspired 
by a breath of Bernardine mysticism.!% In contrast, in his claim that Voetius 
was "not original" as a theologian inasmuch as he in his theology followed "in 
the path of Augustine and Calvin,” Van den Berg cuts too many corners.!%° If 
this method were applied consistently, all Reformed theology of the seven- 
teenth century must be discarded a priori as hardly original. In fact, in view 
of Van den Berg's mention of Augustine, the same holds true for the entire 
medieval and Reformation tradition — even apart from the fact that, before the 
Enlightenment, originality was not a coveted characteristic anyways. 

In a 2003 article on “Gisbertus Voetius und die ‘Nadere Reformatie" that 
is well worth reading, Andreas Mühling likewise failed to apply the new defi- 
nition of the Dutch workgroup.!%” Instead, he largely followed Van den Berg, 
but much more than him developed the programmatic function of Voetius's 
inaugural oration De pietate cum scientia coniungenda (1634) and especially his 


192 Van den Berg, “Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen" (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), 68-78. 

193 Van den Berg, “Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen" (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), 78-88. 

194 Van den Berg, “Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen" (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), 80; cf. 
above, ch. 1.3.3. 

195 Van den Berg, “Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen" (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), 81-83, 
esp. 81. 

196 Contra Van den Berg, “Die Frómmigkeitsbestrebungen" (Geschichte des Pietismus 1), 83. 
Van den Berg refers to Van Oort, "Augustinus, Voetius und die Anfánge" and Graafland, 
“Voetius als gereformeerd theoloog.” In fact, Voetius was well-versed in the work of 
Augustine. 

197 Miihling, "Zwischen Puritanismus, Orthodoxie und frühem Pietismus”; this is also true for 
Kaufmann, “Nadere Reformatie.” 
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commemorative speech Redenvoering vande nutticheydt der Academien ende 
Schoolen (1636), with which he marked his reform programme foundationally. 
However, whether Voetius's further writings can in terms of their contents 
basically be reduced “to variations of these speeches" is no doubt debatable. 
One wonders whether this reduction is connected to Mühling's claim that 
Voetius, as a theologian with a “rapidly outdated" dogmatic theology, had little 
lasting impact.!98 The only significance which Mühling accords to Voetius from 
a church historical perspective consist in the (partly abortive) "attempt by 
Gisbert Voetius and his companions to set up a plan for crisis management to 
meet the crisis he had diagnosed,’ as well as a certain, partially indirect “influ- 
ence of the Nadere Reformatie on early Reformed Pietism."?9 These quotes 
suggest that Mühling from the very outset reserves the term “Pietism” exclu- 
sively for German phenomena. As the full title of his article already indicates, 
Voetius is for Mühling a frontier figure “between Puritanism, orthodoxy, and 
early Pietism,” who nevertheless remained firmly entrenched in orthodoxy as 
his homeland. 

Arie de Reuver is another member who contributed to the new definition 
of the Dutch workgroup.2 He, too, sees in the Nadere Reformatie the Dutch 
variant of an international and inter-confessional movement which, together 
with Anglo-Saxon Puritanism and German Pietism, is to be comprehended 
under the collective term "Pietism." According to De Reuver, in this movement 
the Reformation was understood dynamically with the adage Ecclesia (simper) 
reformanda, quia reformata. Specific to the Nadere Reformatie are its theocratic 
impulse and a related critical attitude to participation in social life. Of rela- 
tively greater importance, however, is the characteristic related to Pietism in 
general, in that the Nadere Reformatie was a movement oriented towards per- 
sonal piety.?0! The Nadere Reformatie distinguished itself in that it attempted 
to effect a synthesis between a Reformed and broadly catholic experience of 
faith.2°? The term “mysticism” can, when understood correctly as a “mysti- 
cism of the Word" (Mystik des Wortes) in following Karl-Heinz zur Mühlen, be 


198 Miihling, "Zwischen Puritanismus, Orthodoxie und frühem Pietismus,’ 250, 252; cf. 
Mühling, “Voetius, Gisbert.” 

199 Miihling, "Zwischen Puritanismus, Orthodoxie und frühem Pietismus, 252, and cf. 
251, 254. 

200 His feedback on a draft version were incorporated into the definitive text; cf. Graafland, 
Op't Hof, and Van Lieburg, “Nadere Reformatie,” 107. 

201 De Reuver, Verborgen omgang, 12-14, 99, 273 (De Reuver, Sweet Communion, 16-18, 105, 
281); cf. also De Reuver, "Wat is het eigene van de Nadere Reformatie?" 

202 De Reuver, Verborgen omgang, 14 (De Reuver, Sweet Communion, 17-18). 
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applied to the community which - in Christ, through Word and Spirit — dwells 
in humanity's "sweet communion" with God.2°3 De Reuver's studies show that 
the Nadere Reformatie, bearing in mind the sola scriptura, sola gratia, and sola 
fide, in near ecumenical fashion received the pre-Reformation spirituality of 
Bernard of Clairvaux, Thomas à Kempis, and others, where mysticism does not 
represent a higher level than faith, but the high point of the Christian faith in 


the sense of a “faith piety."204 


4.4.3 Voetius and Pietism 
Did the Nadere Reformatie form a part of Pietism, and was Voetius as a central 
figure of the Nadere Reformatie a Pietist? Ultimately this is a question of defi- 
nition. It is largely undisputed in scholarship today that English Puritanism, 
the Dutch Nadere Reformatie, the piety movements of both Lutheran and 
Reformed Pietism in Germany — with waves of influence stretching out into 
Scandinavia and North America — that trace back to Johann Arndt, and per- 
haps also Jansenism and Quietism in post-Reformation Catholicism, and even 
Jewish Chassidism, are all part of a pan-European movement of religious 
renewal which began near the end of the sixteenth century. How “Pietism” fits 
into it and is to be defined, however, remain matters of fierce debate. Peter 
Schicketanz is right to remark that “the various attempts at definition are more 
reflective of the viewpoints of scholars than of the historical phenomenon 
as such.”205 

Until the studies on Pietism by Heppe (1889) and Ritschl (1890), the con- 
cept of “Pietism” applied exclusively to the movement stimulated by Spener 
and Francke in the German Lutheran church, and perhaps to corresponding 
movements in the German Reformed territories. In the twentieth century, 
German scholarship has for the most part likewise identified the beginning 
of Pietism in Spener's Pia Desideria (1675) or the Collegium pietatis which he 


203 De Reuver, Verborgen omgang, 19 (De Reuver, Sweet Communion, 23), and see the title of 
De Reuver's work; cf. zur Mühlen, "Mystik des Wortes"; De Reuver, “Bedelen bij de Bron." 

204 De Reuver, Verborgen omgang, 273-75 (De Reuver, Sweet Communion, 281-83); cf. also De 
Reuver, “Een mystieke ader in de Nadere Reformatie.” On Bernard of Clairvaux's influence 
on the Nadere Reformatie, cf. Boot, De allegorische uitlegging van het Hooglied. 

205 Schicketanz, Der Pietismus von 1675 bis 1800, 16. Cf. already Francke 1706: "Niemand hat bis 
diese Stunde eine warhaffte Definition geben können / was denn der Pietismus sey,’ cited 
after Wallmann, Der Pietismus, 22. On the history of the term, cf. Wallmann, “Pietismus,” 
and for more recent research see the bibliographies in the annual book Pietismus und 
Neuzeit (Góttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht) which has been published since 1974. A 
brief research review is found in Strom, “Problems and Promises of Pietism Research." 
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had established several years earlier in 1670.2° However, Johannes Wallmann 
admitted that the beginnings of "Pietism in a wider sense" as a piety move- 
ment are to be traced back as far as Johann Arndt in the context of a “pious 
turn (Frómmigkeitswende) at the beginning of the seventeenth century,” while 
“Pietism in a narrower sense" which is to be strictly distinguished from it as a 
movement of religious renewal began at the very earliest with Spener's estab- 
lishment of the Collegium pietatis.207 

An essential expansion of the notion of "Pietism" can be identified in the 
four-volume Geschichte des Pietismus.?9? In the programmatic introduction to 
thefirstvolume, Martin Brecht reports thatthe Geschichte des Pietismus adopted 
Stoeffler's concept, whose great advantage is the fact that “the nearly paral- 
lel rise of the new piety movement ca. 1600 in England, the Netherlands, and 
Germany, first makes visible the dimension of the phenomenon of Pietism."209 
Understood as such, Pietism is an international and inter-confessional piety 
movement which in spite of its "breadth and diversity" is to be understood as 
a "consistent and describable historical phenomenon” stretching right down 
into the twentieth century.”!° 

This proposal aroused sharp debates. Wallmann spoke of a “false start,’2" so 
that Brecht saw himself forced to defend his concept.” The publication of the 
third volume and the first international congress on Pietism studies in 2001213 
revived the controversy once again.?^ Wallmann's specific concern was that 
“Pietism,” once it is turned into a typological concept, becomes meaningless 
for the purposes of historical periodization.?!® In this context he noted that 
Dutch scholarship has recently become critical of the "integration of Dutch 


206 Hirsch, “Die Grundlegung der pietistischen Theologie"; Schmidt, “Pietismus”; Beyreuther, 
Geschichte des Pietismus. However, for Voetius's possible (indirect) influence on the emer- 
gence of the Collegium pietatis see above, ch. 4.2.2, n. 44. 

207  Wallmann, Der Pietismus, 28-47, 66-102. 

208  Góttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1993-2004. 

209 Brecht, “Einleitung,” esp. 5. 

210 Brecht, "Einleitung 3-4; Gäbler, Der Pietismus im neunzehnten und zwanzigsten 
Jahrhundert. 

211 Wallmann, “Fehlstart”; the title of this review article remained unaltered despite 
Wallmann’s retraction. 

212 Brecht, "Zur Konzeption der Geschichte des Pietismus.” 

213 Cf. Sträter, Interdisziplinäre Pietismusforschungen. 

214  Wallmann, “Eine alternative Geschichte des Pietismus"; Lehmann, “Engerer, weiterer und 
erweiterter Pietismusbegriff.” 

215  Wallmann, “Epochenbegriff oder ein typologischer Begriff?”; Lehmann, “Aufgaben der 
Pietismusforschung.” Cf. also Brecht, “Pietismus” with Wallmann, “Pietismus: I.” 
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piety movements of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries" under the term 
“Pietism,” and that it instead prefers the term “Nadere Reformatie.”216 

However, over against Wallmann's assessment it must be noted that the 
new definition from the Dutch workgroup does in fact include the Nadere 
Reformatie in the historical phenomenon of Pietism?!’ Late in 2005 Op 't 
Hof, the main stimulus behind the workgroup, developed this further when 
he proposed “Pietism” as the broader term for Reformed Pietism which mani- 
fested itself among others in Puritanism and later in the Nadere Reformatie, as 
well as for Lutheran Pietism, and possibly even for the Roman Catholic piety 
movements of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. When compared to 
the Reformed Pietism that chronologically preceded it, Lutheran Pietism con- 
tributed nothing new either substantially or historically, but only introduced 
“to Lutheranism conceptions and practices which had already long existed 
in Reformed Pietism.” One wonders, nevertheless, if this approach wipes out 
all specific characteristics resulting from the diverging confessional, national, 
and sociological contexts of the various piety movements represented by 
Puritanism, the Nadere Reformatie, and Lutheran Pietism. Neither the chron- 
ological precedence of the English and Dutch piety movement, nor the large 
number of German translations of Puritan and Reformed works, are sufficient 
to question the viability of Lutheran Pietism as a historical phenomenon of 
its own.218 


216 Wallmann, “Pietismus: 1,’ esp.1342; Wallmann, Der Pietismus, 23. Cf. in addition Wallmann, 
“De Nadere Reformatie en het Duitse Piëtisme.” 

217 Graafland, Op't Hof, and Van Lieburg, “Nadere Reformatie,” 11-22. Cf. the important con- 
tribution by Van Lieburg, "Wege der niederlándischen Pietismusforschung,” and also Van 
Lieburg, "Dynamics of Dutch Calvinism,” 65, where he recommends to avoid the "artificial 
constructions of Nadere Reformatie and Reformed” and to attend “to the original context 
in which the slogans [concerning nadere reformatie] were used from 1573 to 1685." It is 
debatable whether this would indeed end the debate since all historiographical concepts 
are more or less "artificial constructions." It might be more advisable not to reject them 
entirely but rather use them with caution in a heuristic sense. 

218 Contra Op 't Hof, Het gereformeerd piëtisme, esp. 28-36, 85, 94-100, 118-20, esp. 97: “De 
conclusie moet derhalve luiden dat het Piëtisme van Spener zowel inhoudelijk als histor- 
isch geen nieuws bracht, dat Spener in feite niet méér heeft gedaan dan al lang bestaande 
concepten en praktijken uit het gereformeerd Piëtisme in het Lutherdom introduceren 
en dat het spenerse Piëtisme beslist niet de inhoudelijke vernieuwingsbeweging van de 
allergrootste betekenis is geweest waar het nu nog steeds in de kerkgeschiedenis voor 
doorgaat.” Some remarks, for instance in the blurb on the book jacket, suggest that Op 
't Hof prefers to use the term “Reformed Pietism” as an umbrella term for Pietism as a 
whole. Cf. above, nn. 173 and 205. My critical remarks are not meant to deny significant 
Dutch influences on German Pietism; for this, see Van Lieburg, “The Dutch Factor" 
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If anything, the collective term “Reformed Pietism” seems to be first and 
foremost useful if restricted to the early modern piety movement which 
manifested itself in the Reformed churches of the Netherlands, Germany, 
and Switzerland. The concretization of reform movements by way of reform 
programmes — which, according to the new definition of the Dutch work- 
group, formed an essential characteristic of the Nadere Reformatie — cannot 
be found, for example, in Taffin or later in the Cocceians in the Netherlands, 
although they are Reformed Pietists in the broader sense of a piety movement. 
Furthermore, given the international dimension of this piety movement which 
the Geschichte des Pietismus was correct to point to, there is no reason why 
the term “Reformed Pietism” should be kept for German-speaking territories 
alone.?!? Some may argue that the expression “Pietists” first came up ca. 1675 as 
a reference to Spener's followers, and that it for that reason cannot be applied 
to earlier phenomena. However, what holds true for the historical use of a term 
is not necessarily binding when it comes to that term's use for historiographi- 
cal purposes. 

If also Puritanism, and especially Lutheran Pietism, are included, then 
in a historical sense the term “Pietist” can perhaps indeed be applied to the 
pan-European piety movements. Wallmann was right to fear that the term 
would become useless for the purposes of periodization, yet his concerns can 
be alleviated if it is limited to the piety movements of European Protestantism 
in the early modern era. However, as long as no convincing definition of 
Pietism in a historiographical sense exists, Wallmann's proposal — which is 
finding an ever increasing number of supporters — to distinguish (1) “Pietism 
in a wider sense" as an early modern, Protestant piety movement from 
(2) “Pietism in a narrower sense" as a socially concrete reform movement (from 
ca. 1675 onwards) may be a useful solution. From this perspective the Nadere 
Reformatie, and with that Voetius as its most important theologian, forms part 
of Pietism at least in the wider sense of the word. 


4-5 Summary 


Voetius was the central figure of the Nadere Reformatie, a Dutch piety move- 
ment of the seventeenth century which was part of the international and 


219 Thus Mühling, "Zwischen Puritanismus, Orthodoxie und frühem Pietismus,’ 251-54, fol- 
lowing Faulenbach, "Die Anfánge des Pietismus bei den Reformierten in Deutschland"; 
cf., however, Goeters, Der reformierte Pietismus in Deutschland 1650—1690. Shantz, Between 
Sardis and Philadelphia, 33—36, also classifies Voetius as belonging to Reformed Pietism. 
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inter-confessional “Pietism in a wider sense" that essentially shaped early mod- 
ern Protestantism. Under Voetius and his circle of students, colleagues, and 
further followers, Utrecht through its university and church developed into a 
bulwark of the Nadere Reformatie which for at least some time saw opposition 
from the “Collegie der sgavanten.” This is hardly surprising given the fact that 
the Nadere Reformatie was in the first instance not inward-directed and cer- 
tainly not quietist, but that it as a piety movement and reform party defended 
a theocratic social ideal that expressed itself critically towards the magistracy 
andthe republican party. However, this should not be understood to mean that 
the Nadere Reformatie was primarily reactionary. Rather, this movement, and 
Pietism as a whole, were in spite of their conservatism consistently progres- 
sive. A concrete example of this can be seen in that Voetius and Hoornbeeck 
laid out the first Protestant theology of missions. 

Altogether it matched the ideal of the Nadere Reformatie to apply the saving 
truth of the grace of God in Jesus Christ to church, school, and society, and 
thus to relate the Gospel to all areas of life. All fields, including scholarship, 
notwithstanding their own momentum are in the end under the one kingship 
of Christ. A separation of faith from thought, and of theology from philoso- 
phy, as Descartes and his followers had in mind, was incompatible with this. In 
this regard, Voetius's inaugural speech was already programmatic in its title: De 
pietate cum scientia coniungenda.??? This must be kept in mind in the further 
analysis of his view of theology and his doctrine of God. 

Voetius's importance as a leading figure in the Nadere Reformatie should 
nevertheless not be played out against his significance as a theologian, also 
when it comes to his contribution to dogmatics. From the perspective of his 
outstanding works, there is simply no reason for this. As a theologian of the 
Reformed piety movement, Voetius was at the same time a theologian of ortho- 
doxy. For him, doctrine and piety went together. Doctrina is indeed directed 
towards pietas, but precisely for this reason doctrina remains necessary and 
indispensable.2#! To consider Voetius's dogmatic writings from the very outset 
as unimportant or outdated because they are unoriginal is, at least from a his- 
torical perspective, unjustified both in view of their specific objectives as well 
as the high level of their theological quality. Such an evaluation of his work in 
the end says more about the theological standpoint of the scholar and may 
even betray his or her unwillingness to engage with the scholastic disputations 


220 Cf. on this Beck, “De verhouding van geloof en wetenschap.” 

221 Cf. SD 11, 516: “Vera fides requirit et necessario includit explicitam veritatum seu arti- 
culorum cognitionem et certum assensum"; cf. SD II, 430, 500; De Groot, "Pietas im 
Vorpietismus.” 
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which are difficult for today's historians to understand, than it does about the 
work of the primarius theologiae professor at the Utrecht academy in the sev- 
enteenth century.??? 


222 Cf the remarks on Jesuit scholasticism in Knebel, Wille, Würfel und Wahrscheinlichkeit, 
1-40, which can mutatis mutandis be applied and taken to heart in the study of Voetius's 
work. 


PART 2 


Theology 


CHAPTER 5 


Structure and Nature of Theology 


51 Introduction 


Before turning to Voetius’s doctrine of God in part three, we will in the pres- 
ent part consider a number of elements in his view on the concept of theol- 
ogy. Most of them have already come up in part one, so that they can now be 
treated thematically and in greater detail, although an exhaustive discussion 
would be beyond the scope of this study.! 

In prefacing our discussion of the doctrine of God with a short but sepa- 
rate part on theology, we are only following the structure of Voetius’s dogmat- 
ics as it is found in the first part of his Syllabus problematum theologicorum.? 
The second treatise “On God” is preceded by a treatise “On the presupposi- 
tions and principles of theology" (De praecognitis et principiis Theologiae). The 
latter is divided into three parts, the first of which examines the term "theol- 
ogy,’ the second “the Greatest Good or happiness" as the goal of human life, 
and the third the “principles of Christian doctrine," especially the doctrine of 
Scripture. With this Voetius shows himself to be a part of the broader con- 
text of Reformed and Lutheran theologians who began to display an increas- 
ing interest for prolegomena beginning with the end of the sixteenth century. 
The prolegomena may have had important precursors in the prologues of the 
medieval commentaries to Lombard's Sentences, but the Reformers had by and 
large devoted little attention to them.? Of course, Voetius does add his own 
accents, as is already apparent in his unconventional placement of the section 


1 Thus, for instance, the relationship between theology and metaphysics is only hinted at. See 
on this issue especially Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 22-31 and cf. as a whole Goudriaan, 
Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy. Cf. also above, ch. 2.6. 

2 This first part of the Syllabus is dedicated to the “Prior pars theologiae, continens credenda," 
whereas the second part promised in the preface of the Syllabus was supposed to treat moral 
theology, ascetics, and church polity (politia ecclesiastica). From this second part only the 
first subpart, i.e., the ethics, was published, namely as the Syllabus quaestionum ad [totum] 
Decalogum in sp 1v, 763-824. In Voetius’ Catechisatie, 43-101, there is also an introduc- 
tory part "Over eenige stucken, dienende tot voorbereydinge, namentlick van de 1. Heylige 
Theologie. 2. Christelicke Religie. 3. Heylige Schrifture.” 

3 For Reformed orthodoxy, see Muller, PRRD, 1, and for Lutheran orthodoxy, see Ratschow, 
Lutherische Dogmatik, 1, and Preus, Post-Reformation Lutheranism, 1. Moreover, see Wallmann, 
Der Theologiebegriff bei Johann Gerhard und Georg Calixt; Rehnman, Divine Discourse (on 
John Owen). 
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on “the Greatest Good or happiness" between his consideration of the term 
"theology" and the doctrine of Scripture. The following will in essence follow 
Voetius's own division, where the first subject (i.e., theology) will be treated in 
the present chapter, while the next chapter will consider the second and - very 
briefly — the third topics. 

The most important divisions in theology maintained by Voetius are those 
between archetypal and ectypal theology (chapter 5.2), and between natural 
and supernatural theology (chapter 5.3). Particular attention will be devoted to 
natural theology, as the misunderstandings that pervade secondary literature 
threaten to compromise our understanding of Voetius's doctrine of God. In 
this context, Voetius's four-part disputation series De atheismo (1639) will once 
again come up for discussion.^ Finally, chapter 5.4 will examine his determina- 
tion of the genus of supernatural theology as a practical science. 


5.2 Archetypal and Ectypal Theology 


Voetius treated theology as a concept most extensively in his catechism com- 
mentary and in his Diatribae de theologia, philologia, historia et philosophia 
sacra (1668), the latter of which has largely been ignored in scholarship.5 While 
the commentary allows us easily to sketch out Voetius's view on the structure 
and division of theology, the Diatribae provides us especially with an extensive 
list of the main points in his concept of theology. These two sources will be 
supplemented with the discussions of specific issues as they can be found in 
the Selectae disputationes. 

The very first sentence of the catechism commentary asks what the word 
"theology" means, to which Voetius responds: “The word ‘theology’ means 
knowledge of God.” Later on, Voetius speaks of theology as “the cognition 


4 Cf. above, ch. 2.2. 

5 Voetius, Catechisatie, 43-55; Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, esp. "De Theologia," Resp.: Isaacus 
Snyerus; defended on 3 July 1647 (ibid., 1-17); “De Theologia, pars altera,” Resp.: Johannes 
Morris; defended on 10 July 1647 (ibid., 17-40). Cf. Duker, Voetius, 1v, 169; Goudriaan, “Bible 
Criticism," 316-18. The Diatribae also contains a "Introductio ad philosophiam sacram,” resp.: 
Danielus Suavius; defended on 7 July 1651 (ibid., 0-34). For a Dutch translation of the lat- 
ter disputation with an introduction and annotations, see Goudriaan and De Niet, “Voetius’ 
‘Introductio ad Philosophiam Sacram,” and on the Diabtribae as a whole, see above, ch. 4.3. 
Another source is Voetius, Syllabus, Aır-Aar. 

6 Voetius, Catechisatie, 43: “V[rage]. Wat beteeckent Theologie? A[ntwoort]. Het woort 
Theologie beteeckent de kennisse Godts” The word "kennise" can be translated with “cogni- 
tion" or “knowledge.” 
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and science of/with respect to God." The word "science" as a translation of the 
Dutch *wetenschap" is somewhat imprecise, and it is important to realize that 
^wetenschap" used to be the equivalent of the Latin scientia in that its range 
of meaning included both “knowledge” and “science/scholarship”® Voetius's 
description of “theology” should neither be understood as a complete defini- 
tion of theology, nor as an etymological designation since "theology" originally 
meant “speech about God"? Voetius instead follows the common use of the 
word that stretches back to the thirteenth century.!° 

The classic definition of theology as a “science of/with respect to God” (sci- 
entia Dei) is both comprehensive and theocentric. With respect to the known 
thing, theology is one. With respect to the knowing subject and the means by 
which knowledge is gained, however, theology is manifold." For that reason, a 
distinction is to be drawn in theology according to the different subjects which 
can know God. The basic distinction is between the knowledge as God himself 
has it (i.e., his self-knowledge) and the knowledge of God which his rational 
creatures have. Since these relate to each other as the ultimate paradigm and 
its reflection, Voetius describes them as theologia archetypa and theologia 
ectypa respectively. 

Archetypal theology is God's theology by which he knows himself and all 
other things in a divine way. With an appeal to John 7:29 and 10:15, Voetius 
shows that he has a Trinitarian understanding of God's theology as the 


7 Voetius, Catechisatie, 44: “de kennisse ende wetenschap Godes.” The genitive of “Godes” 
can be understood as genitivus subjectivus (“knowledge and science of God”) or as geniti- 
vus objectivus ("cognition and science with respect to God"). 

8 Thus this translation would also be possible: “the cognition and knowledge of/with 
respect to God." 

9 Cf. Gerhard Ebeling’s instructive article Ebeling, "Theologie I. Begriffsgeschichtlich." 

10 Cf. Kopf, Die Anfänge der theologischen Wissenschaftstheorie, esp. 10-26. The decisive 
change in meaning took place already towards the end of the twelfth century and became 
prevalent in the course of the thirteenth century. 

11 X Voetius, Catechisatie, 43: "De Theologie, ten aensien van de sake die gekent wort, is een- 
derley: maer ten aensien van de forme ende manier in verscheyde subjecten wonende, 
soo isse verscheyden.” 

12 Cf. Voetius, Catechisatie, 43-44; Abraham Kuyper's remark in Voetius, Catechisatie, 43, 
n. 1; and cf. Diatribae, 2-3: “I. Probl. An definitum hic sit Theologia quacunque notione 
accepta, in varias species dividenda, archetypam scil. et ectypam; Christi, angelorum, 
hominum; et horum veram, falsam; item naturalem eamque geminam, et supernatu- 
ralem; ad haec ordinariam, extraordinariam, eamque per visionem, oraculum, somnium; 
rursum ante lapsum, post lapsum, eamque vel in gratia vel in gloria? Resp[ondetur |. 
Omnes illae Theologiae unico genere proximo unaque definitione reali continere et expli- 
cari, ac consequenter in species distribui non possint." Cf. on the distinction between 
theologia archetypa and ectypa in general, Muller, PRRD, 1, 225-38 and Van Asselt, “The 
Fundamental Meaning of Theology." 
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common knowledge of the three “persons” of the Trinity.!? The triune God is in 
this sense also a theologian, and that in a perfect sense.!* Archetypal theology 
stands opposed to ectypal theology, which is “the knowledge and science of/ 
with respect to God which God has communicated to his rational creatures."5 
The paradigm-reflection relationship is therefore a relationship of commu- 
nication. The way of communication is in turn adapted to the nature of the 
receiving subject and constitutes different types of theology. For Voetius, since 
there are three different kinds of rational creatures, there are also three kinds 
of communication and three main types of ectypal theology. The first rational 
creature is Christ in his human nature. Theology has been communicated to 
him in a most excellent way through personal union, as well as in a special 
measure for the exercise of his office as Mediator. Appealing to Luke 2:52, 
Voetius defends an anti-Docetic understanding in which there is a gradual 
progression in Christ's knowledge of God.!® Christ's key position as the first 
receiver of this communication suggests that Voetius also understands his 
Mediatorship to have an epistemological dimension. As the greatest bearer of 
the theologia ectypica, Christ stands between God's own theology and the the- 
ology of the angels and humans.!” 

The theology of the good angels is instead communicated “through the grace 
of vision" (per gratiam visionis), and it includes the saints who have passed 
away and already enjoy happiness. Both the theologia angelorum and the theo- 
logia beatorum is constituted in seeing God “face to face" (1 Corinthians 13:12).18 
Over against the Thomists, Voetius does not understand this vision of God as 
being according to his essence (per essentiam) since that would far surpass the 
finite epistemological ability of creatures. Finally, we can already note that 


13 Voetius, Catechisatie, 44. I put “persons” in quotation marks, because our modern con- 
cept of person differs strongly from persona in classic theology. Cf. on this issue Den Bok, 
Communicating the Most High, esp. 69—70, 203-81. 

14 Here, the possible interpretation of the genitive in “knowledge of God” as genitivus subjec- 
tivus comes into effect. As we shall see in chapter 8, this knowledge of God has a necessary 
dimension (God's knowledge of himself) and a contingent dimension (God's knowledge 
of all created things). 

15 Voetius, Catechisatie, 44: "V. Wat is de Theologie, in de redelicke creaturen aengemerckt 
zijnde? A. Die kennisse ende wetenschap Godes, die Godt den redelicke creaturen heeft 
medegedeelt.” 

16 X Voetius, Catechisatie, 44-45. With this emphasis on a gradual progression Voetius at once 
distances himself from the Lutheran doctrine of communicatio idiomatum, which he con- 
sidered to be contradictory; cf. SD 1, 428. 

17 Regarding this point, Voetius cites in Catechisatie, 45, Ps. 45:8 (modern numbering: 7) and 
John 3:34. Cf. Muller, PRRD, 1, 145-53 (esp. 152-53). 

18 Voetius, Catechisatie, 45-46; Diatribae, 2-3. 
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Voetius once again in contrast to the Thomists does not have an intellectualist 
understanding of the saints' vision of God, but that he instead points emphat- 
ically to the participation of the will.!9 

God's communication of theological knowledge both to the angels and 
saints, as well as to people still living on earth, are acts of grace, although the 
first kind of communication consists in the grace of vision and the second 
one in the grace of revelation.2° Whenever we read or speak of "theology" in 
terms of the discipline treated in the loci communes, we must as a rule under- 
stand it as the theology of the grace of revelation as it pertains to man after the 
Fall during his pilgrimage (in via) before he makes it to his home country (in 
patria). Voetius uses the classical terminology of the "theology of the pilgrims" 
(theologia viatorum) for this theology, or else he applies the typically Scotist 
term of “our theology" (theologia nostra), or simply theologia christiana.” The 
grace of revelation of this form of ectypal theology is once again twofold and 
can be natural or supernatural, so that *our theology" is also natural and super- 
natural. The early modern Protestant notion of theology, with its remarkable 
comprehensiveness, can therefore be mapped out as follows:?? 


19 Cf. Voetius, Diatribae, 10-13 with SD II, 1193-240, esp. 1230. The visio Dei of the blessed 
is also supernatural, see Catechisatie, 52-53, and cf. Beck, “Voetius on the Subject and 
Formal Act of Happiness.” See also below, ch. 6.2. 

20 Voetius, Catechisatie, 46. 

21 C£, for instance, Voetius, Diatribae, 2, 9, 23 (theologia viatorum); 7-8, 23-23 (theologia 
nostra); 3, 5-6, 8-9, 14-15, 24 (theologia christiana). See Scotus, Lectura, prologus, p. 2, qq. 
1-3, nn. 87-88 (ed. Vat., XVI, 31-32); Ordinatio, prologus, p. 3, qq. 1-3, nn. 168, 171, 204-6 
(ed. Vat., I, 10-11, 114, 137-39). On the prologue of the Lectura and the Ordinatio, cf. Krop, 
De status van de theologie volgens Johannes Duns Scotus; Sondag, Jean Duns Scot: La théolo- 
gie comme science pratique (prologue de la "Lectura"; Sondag, Jean Duns Scot: Prologue de 
"l'Ordinatio." Cf. Muller, PRRD, I, 227—28. 

22 Thus also Ratschow, Lutherische Dogmatik, 1, 30—31, on the concept of theology in Lutheran 
orthodoxy which coincides with Voetius's concept in this regard: “Die ganze Reihe von 
Theologien, die von Gott herab über Engel und Jesus, Urstand und Selige bis zur theolo- 
gia viatorum post lapsum verfolgt wird, zeigt das ernste Bewußtsein von der Bedingtheit 
und Fraglichkeit unserer Theologie. Diese ganze Reihe zeigt aber auch, wie weit dieser 
Theologie-Begriff ist. Das Gott-Schauen von Engeln und Seligen, das Gottesbewufstsein 
Jesu wie jene Gottesnáhe Adams vor dem Fall kann als Theologie angesprochen werden. 
Die wissenschaftstheoretische Enge von Theologie ist noch offen zu ganz andersartigen 
Formen des Wissens und Redens von Gott. Aber es wird ... das Wissen um den Abstand 
deutlich, in dem hier Theologie in der ganzen Bedingtheit menschlichen Vermógens ge- 
trieben werden soll.” Cf. the similar overview on Scotus in Vos et al., DSDL, 28-29. 
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A.  Archetypal theology (God's self-knowledge; theologia Dei) 
B.  Ectypal theology (the rational creatures’ knowledge of God) 
1 Through personal union (Christ's knowledge of God; theologia 
Christi) 
2. Through the grace of vision (the angels' and saints' knowledge of 
God; theologia angelorum et beatorum) 
3. Through the grace of revelation (humankind's knowledge of God 
on earth; theologia nostra) 
a. Natural theology (theologia naturalis) 
b. Supernatural theology (theologia supernaturalis) 


Before we go on to consider theologia naturalis et supernaturalis in what fol- 
lows, we need to address briefly the question of the relationship between the 
theologia Dei and the theologia nostra, and of the origin of the division encoun- 
tered in Voetius. 

In regards to the first question, we can note that for Voetius God's theology 
and human theology are not related to each other as two species under one 
genus — "except analogically" (nisi analogico), as Voetius nevertheless adds.?? 
This description at once allows Voetius to maintain the fundamental distinc- 
tion of genus between these two kinds of knowledge and thus to protect the 
infinite distance separating creature from Creator, without excluding each and 
every point of contact and ending up in agnosticism. This issue will be treated 
more extensively in the following chapter.?+ 

The second question can be answered by pointing to Franciscus Junius's 
influential work De vera theologia (1594).?? Voetius’s scheme can be found 
there almost word for word, and the terms theologia archetypa et ectypa appear 
to have been used for the first time in it.2® This is not to suggest that Junius 


23 Voetius, Diatribae, 3: "Theologia Dei uno genere cum humana non continetur, nisi 
analogico." 

24 See below, ch. 7.3. 

25 Junius, De theologia vera (Leiden, 1594); I will use the second edition in Kuyper, 
D. Francisci Junii opuscula theologica selecta, 39-101. On Junius, see Cuno, Franciscus 
Junius der Ältere; De Jonge, Franciscus Junius; Venemans, "Junius"; Sarx, Franciscus Junius 
d.A. Cf. especially Van Asselt, "The Fundamental Meaning of Theology,’ and on the recep- 
tion of Junius's distinction in the work of Polanus: Tipton, “Definining ‘Our Theology.” 

26 Cf. especially cap. 4: “De Theologia archetypa"; cap. 5: “Quid sit Theologia éxtumog, et 
quotuplex”; cap. 6: “De Theologia unionis in Christo"; cap. 7: “De Theologia visionis in 
Caelis”; cap. 8: “De Theologia Revelationis in hac vita”; cap. 9: “Quotuplex sit Theologiae 
communicandae modus”; cap. 10: “De Theologia naturali …”; cap. 11: “De Theologia super- 
naturali” Note the affinity with Melanchthon's notion of an archetype-ectype relationship 
between the human and the divine mind in respect of epistemology: "Utrunque voluit 
Deus, cum suam imaginem in hominem transfudit, videlicet, ut homo agnosceret arche- 
typum, et se archetypo subiectum esse sciret" (CR X, 976-77); cf. Frank, Melanchthon, 
102-3 and Beck, “Melanchthonian Thought,’ 115-24. 
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was the first to invent this scheme as to its contents; rather, he developed it in 
close dependence on medieval theology, even though he does not mention his 
sources. The contents of Junius's division resemble in particular the distinction 
Duns Scotus drew between theologia in se and theologia nostra.?* 


5.3 Natural and Supernatural Theology 


5.31 Theologia naturalis and philosophia christiana 

For Voetius, Christian theology as a gift from God first of all pertains to the 
Word of God as revealed in Holy Scripture. However, this gift does extend 
further and in principle includes all human beings since a part of it can also 
be known independently of Scripture. Voetius points out that Scripture itself 
teaches that supernatural theology is supplemented by natural theology, 
which is a general gift from God and is made possible by his general revelation 
in nature.?? It bears noting, however, that Voetius also gives natural theology 
a kind of Christological foundation since he, like Calvin, bases this general, 
natural revelation on the Logos as the “true light that gives light to everyone" 
(John 1:9).29 


27 See Scotus, Lectura, prologus, p. 2, qu. 1-3, nn. 103-4 (ed. Vat., xvi, 36-37), Ordinatio, 
prologus, p. 3, qu. 1-3, nn. 200-6 (ed. Vat., 1, 135-39); cf. also Vos et al., DSDL, 27-29 and 
Honnefelder, Ens inquantum ens, 11-22. Cf., in addition, Muller, PRRD, I, 222-25, 227-28; 
Asselt, "The Fundamental Meaning of Theology," 321-24. 

28 Cf. sp 111, 839: “I. Datur Theologia naturalis ex Rom. 1. vers. 19.20. Psal. 19. vers. 1.-8. Actor. 
14. et 17.; accedente universali experientia, et ratione.... II. Est donum Dei commune, per 
communem revelationem in natura. Rom. 1. vers. 19.20. cum Actor. 14. et i7. et Psal. 19." Next 
to the mentioned scriptural passages Voetius readily invokes John 1:9 and Rom. 23415 in 
this context. Taken together these are the loci classici on theologia naturalis. 

29 Cf. Catechisatie, 46; Thersites, 179; SD 1, 5 (corrected); sp 1, 140; III, 750, and especially 
Voetius and Scriba, Disputatio Theologica de eo quod Deus est, Aar: "Testimonio Johannis 
Euangelii cap. 1. v. 9. ubi dicit de Christo, quod sit lux illa vera, quae illuminat omnem 
hominem venientem in mundum; quod non intelligitur de luce scripturae, haec enim 
omnibus non lucet; sed de face cognitionis, quae in ipso ascenditur a nativitate; cum elu- 
minare dicatur hominem venientem in mundum, id est ab eo puncto quod ingreditur, 
insunt ipsi scintillae cognitionis, quae cum primo lateant sub cineribus, postea exardent; 
consentit Rom. 1. v. 19.” Also in Catechisatie, 46, Voetius paraphrases John 1:9 as follows: 
"Dit was het waerachtige licht, het welcke verlicht een yegelick mensche, komende inde 
werelt" Here, Voetius follows the Statenvertaling. There, the participial construction 
“Epxönevov elc Tov xóopov” is attributively related to “ğvðpwrov,” even if it could also be 
related to “tò pôs tò dAndıwöv” as in the Vulgate's reading: "Erat lux vera, quae illuminat 
omnem hominem, veniens in mundum.” Contrary to the general custom, the annota- 
tion of the Statenvertaling does not point out the latter option. The decision for one of 
the two possible translations is not irrelevant dogmatically, because in the variant omit- 
ted by Voetius this verse is strictly referring to the logos ensarkos, whereas the verse in 
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Voetius's description of the relationship between natural and supernat- 
ural theology is complex.?? Both natural and supernatural theology can be 
spoken of in a restricted and in a wider sense. In the restricted sense, they 
are approached strictly in terms of what is specific to each, regardless of the 
knowing subject. Here the distinction between supernatural and natural the- 
ology thus operates on the level of the object, and the principle of distinction 
is to be sought in the principle of knowledge of each. Understood in this way, 
natural theology is that part of revealed theology which "is known through 
the inner and outer light of nature, or from the principles and reasoning of 
right reason"?! 

Supernatural theology, in contrast, is all revealed theology considered from 
the perspective of its knowability from the Word of God as the principle of 
knowledge. As such, natural light or revelation stands opposed to supernat- 
ural revelation.?? It is important to note that supernatural theology's specific 
source of revelation already points to a set audience and context. The knowing 
subjects of supernatural theology are limited to those people who have been 
given external supernatural revelation and the internal grace of illumination, 
and its object is found in all saving theological truths. Objectively considered, 
natural theology is more general in regards to both its knowing subject as well 
as its object. In principle it extends to all human beings, where theology's sote- 
riological dimension can be left aside for the moment.?? 

In this more narrow sense or the objective perspective, not only theologia 
supernaturalis but also theologia naturalis is revealed theology. In God, both 
natural and supernatural theology have a common author or a common prin- 
ciple of being. They also have a common object - i.e., the truth about God 


the Statenvertaling is open to the logos asarkos. Cf. Calvin, Comm. in Joh. 15:13 (CR 75, 
344b-3452). 

30 Cf. Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 29-30; Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy 
and Philosophy, 74-77. 

31 Voetius, Diatribae, 32: “Sin [theologiam naturalem] stricte et proprie accipias, pro eo 
quod lumine naturae interno et externo, seu ex rectae rationis principiis et ratiocinatione 
innotescit." Voetius presents this characterization in the context of the question whether 
the theology of the pagans as a whole can be described as natural theology. He answers 
in the negative, if theology (as in the citation) is understood in its proper sense. (The 
emphasis in the translation is my own.) 

32 Cf. Voetius, Diatribae, 31: "Specie tamen distinguuntur, siquidem objective et in abstracto 
eas consideres, quia illius prinicipium formale et proprium est lumen seu revelatio natu- 
ralis; hujus revelatio supernaturalis." 

33 Cf. Voetius, Diatribae, 31: “objectum illius [i.e., theologiae naturalis] est veritas aliqua 
Theologica; hujus [i.e., theologiae supernaturalis] omnis veritas Theologica ad salutem 
ordinata ...: Subjectum illius est quilibet homo; hujus nemo, nisi qui externa revelationis 
supernaturalis, et interna illuminationis gratia dotatus est." 
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(Romans 1:19) — and a common subject — i.e., the human mind, or reason.?^ 
Objectively, natural theology forms a part of supernatural theology: 


The truths of natural theology as such ... are materially the same [as] 
in supernatural theology. All the same, they are distinguished formally 
insofar as the former can be known or are known through the leading of 
nature alone, while the latter [can be or are known] through supernatu- 
ral revelation or the revelation of the Scriptures.?5 


In this more restricted sense, the word “natural” has nothing to do with the 
nature of the knowing subject or the principle of knowledge, but indicates that 
the truths included in natural theology, or the principles, axioms, and theses 
(principia, axiomata et theses), are by their very nature knowable (natura sint 
nota).36 

However, if theologia naturalis and supernaturalis are understood in a wider 
sense on the subjective level and in their relationship to the respective know- 
ing subject, they relate to each other in a different way. According to Voetius, 
their relationship is now determined by the question as to whether or not the 
subject of natural theology is a Christian believer. If the knowing subject is a 
believer, there is only a gradual difference between natural and supernatural 
theology. In this case, each theological truth has a soteriological perspective 


34 Cf. Voetius, Diatribae, 31: “Hactenus conveniunt [theologia naturalis et supernaturalis] ut 
non pugnent, quia communem habent autorem seu principium Deum; et communem 
objectum, veritatem de Deo Rom. 1. 19. et commune subjectum, mentem hominis seu 
rationem.” 

35 Voetius, SD 111, 840: "Veritates Theologiae naturalis ut sic ... materialiter eaedem sunt 
in Theologia supernaturali: formaliter tamen differunt, quatenus illae per solum natu- 
rae ductum haberi possunt, aut habentur, istae per revelationem supernaturalem seu 
scripturariam." 

36 SD 111, 839: "Eadem [i.e., theologia naturalis] tamen, quod ad principia, axiomata, et the- 
ses suas revelata est in verbo Dei: idque non tantum in actu exercito, quatenus illis omnes 
ejus veritates proponuntur sub formali revelationis divinae; sed etiam in actu signato, 
quatenus de iisdem affirmatur, quod natura sint nota, aut quod hoc modo naturaliter 
demonstrentur. Vide 1. Corinth. n. vers. 14." "In actu exercito” in this passage means “implic- 
itly" or "taken abstractly" and refers to the making of a statement; "in actu signato" has the 
meaning of “explicitly” or "taken concretely"and refers to the meaning of a statement. Cf. 
on this terminology Goclenius, Lexicon philosophicum, 57; Voet, Prima philosophia refor- 
mata, cap. 2 sect. 2 n. 18, (38); cap. 1, sect. 1, n. 1 (252—53). This terminology goes back to 
the theories of predication in the fourteenth century developed by such diverse authors 
as William of Ockham and Walter Burleigh. Cf. Diatribae, 32: “Sin [theologiam naturalem] 
stricte et proprie accipias, pro eo quod lumine naturae interno et externo, seu ex rectae 
rationis principiis et ratiocinatione innotescit." 
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even when it can be known not only through the revelation of Scripture but 
also the revelation of nature. Furthermore, the Word of God remains the pri- 
mary principle of knowledge for all theological truths, even when some of them 
can also be known through the natural light of reason.?? However, unbelievers 
who depend entirely on natural revelation are limited to a natural theology 
which for them has no soteriological dimension. "Its light is not sufficient for 
salvation.... It contributes only to the preservation of the universe and of a 
certain order among human beings..., and it leaves them without excuse.”38 
Natural theology among unbelievers is in fact only found in a distorted and 
corrupted form.?? If natural theology in its subjective sense as unbelievers have 
it is understood in this way, it is no longer possible to maintain a partial agree- 
ment between natural theology and supernatural theology. Natural theology 
has become corrupted to a theologia falsa whose genus differs from that of 
the theologia vera.^? We see this corruption especially among the pagans, and 
not even Aristotle and Peripatetic philosophy form an exception for Voetius.*! 
However, it needs to be emphasized that this corruption does not pervade to 
the essence of natural theology but is an accidental abuse, as he argues by 
pointing to Romans 121-22 and Jude 10. As a result, to claim that theologia 
naturalis is in itself decayed involves a confusion in natural theology between 
its subjective and objective perspectives.*? 


37 Cf. Diatribae, 31-32: "Sed si subjective Theologias illas consideres, ut sint in eodem sub- 
jecto, non distinguuntur specie, sed tantum gradu et respectu; quia superior inferiorem 
includit, et in se continet" The phrase *ut sint in eodem subjecto" as well as the context 
make clear that Voetius is writing about Christian believers. On reason as the secondary 
epistemological principle of natural theology, cf. Diatribae, 15; Thersites, 174, 190; SD 1, 7, 
341; II, 364; III, 742, 829, 840, 853; V, 471. 

38 sD 111, 839: “Non sufficit ejus [i.e., theologiae naturalis] lumen ad salutem, non magis 
ac lux minimae cujusque stellae ad illuminandum nostrum hemisphaerium: facit tamen 
tum ad conservationem universi, et ordinis alicujus inter homines, ne instar ferarum aut 
Cyclopum hic viverent: tum ad dvanoAoyyolaı, Róm. 1. vers. 19. cum 2. vers. 14. 15." 

39  Thatisto say that natural theology does not have the desired effect in unbelievers. 

40  Cfonthis Diatribae, 2-3, esp. 3: "Theologia enim vera et falsa sunt opposita, et non magis 
uno genere continetur, quam pygmaeus, aut cobalus, aut satyrus, aut homo mostrose pic- 
tus, cum vero homine.” Voetius characterizes the theology of the pagans as theologia falsa 
using the old Varronian trichotomy of theologia naturalis, civilis, and fabulosa; cf. Diatribae, 
32-33; SD I1, 584. Cf. on this Kópf, Die Anfünge der theologischen Wissenschaftstheorie, 12. 

41 Voetius, Diatribae, 32-34; however, Voetius writes on Aristotle ibid., 33: “Et hic Aristoteles 
cum suis, qui nihil recipiebat nisi examinatum, tanquam Philosophus, non minor aut 
deterior, immo longe melior theologus deprehenditur, quam Plato cum suis” Cf. sp 11, 
604, and on Aristotle Diatribae, 132—33; Thersites, 192; SD III, 742—43, 755, 757: 

42 SD 111, 840: "Confunditur enim Theologia subjective accepta, ut recipitur, et est in hoc 
aut illo homine, qui eam corrumpit, Rom. 1. vers. 21. 22. cum Theologia objective accepta, 
ut est in se, et per Dei naturalem revelationem donata. Malitia illa est per accidens, sed 
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This distinction between a subjective and an objective perspective allows 
Voetius to value natural theology highly, yet without being bound to the way 
it is actually found among unbelievers. The corruption of natural theology 
does not come from itself, but depends on the sin of the recipient.*3 Voetius 
can for that reason attribute a high degree of certainty to natural theology in 
connection with God's dependability who “does not teach something that 
is false or uncertain.”** With this, Voetius attacks “the ancient and current 
sceptics and semi-sceptics" and the (Aristotelian) philosophers of the Italian 
school. Reaching back, together with the atheists, to ancient natural philos- 
ophy in order to repudiate the Christian religion and natural theology, they 
claim that while it may be possible to speak of the immortality of the soul, the 
direct miracles of God, and God's special providence from the perspective of 
Scripture or the tradition of the church, these themes in terms of nature are 
false or at the very least uncertain.^* But Voetius will have nothing to do with 
the neo-Averroist thesis of a double truth: “We also reject the hallucinations of 
those who claim that something that is true in theology is false in philosophy.”*6 

Itwas important for Voetius to reject a separation between theology and phi- 
losophy, between faith and reason, leading to the independence of philosophy 
and reason. As will become clear later on, this rejection is tied to his opposition 
to the so-called “two-level theory" current in the sixteenth and seventeenth 


bonitas seu perfectio ejus in suo genere, est per se.” Cf. Diatribae, 32: "Quia quidquid in 
ea [- theologia ethnicorum] erat veri, et naturaliter a Deo revelati, (Rom 1. 19.) id hac 
acceptione non poterat dici naturale, aut vitiosum, aut malum, objective, materialiter, in 
idea in se, et per se consideratum: quamvis subjective et formaliter consideratum et per 
accidens abusus eorum prout scilicet illi vero et bono male seu non bene utebantur, sed 
et theoretice et practice abutebantur (Rom. 1. vs. 21. 22. Judae vs. 10.)." 

43 Cf. on this Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 39-44. 

44 Voetius, sp 111, 839: "Atqui Deus non docet aliquod falsum aut incertum." 

45 See Voetius, SD 111, 840: “Et Philosophos illos, qui in Scholis Italiae cum Atheismos con- 
tra Religionem Christianam, immo et contra Theologiam naturalem effutirent, effugium 
quaerebant in distinctione hac, quod in via naturae falsum aut incertum esset, e. gr. ani- 
mam esse immortalem, dari daemonas, dari miracula a solo Deo immediate facta, esse 
providentiam Dei specialem circa omnes singularium creaturarum et hominum actiones 
etc. sed in via Scripturae et traditionis Eccesiasticae aut concedebant, aut susque deque 
habebant, et Theologis atque Ecclesiasticis totum hoc relinquebant.” Cf. Thersites, 179 
(Cremonini); sp 1, 198 (Pietro Pomponazzi, 1462-1525), 206 (Cremonini), 209-1, 784 
(Pomponazzi), 144 (Pomponazzi). Voetius is aware of the fact that Cremonini and 
Pomponazzi base themselves explicitly on Aristotle and Averroes. Cf. Lohr, “Metaphysics,” 
602-6; Pine, *Pomponazzi and the Problem of ‘Double Truth" (176: Pomponazzi's posi- 
tion *marks a definite turning point in the history of European rationalism") and Kuhn, 
Venetischer Aristotelismus; cf. also Martin, “Providence” (on Voetius: 195-96). 

46 Voetius, SD 111, 840: "Rejicimus et hallucinationem quorundam, qui statuunt aliquod 
verum in Theologia falsum esse in Philosophia." 
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centuries, which holds that nature and grace have virtually no relation- 
ship to each other.*” Voetius's opposition to this theory in turn stands in the 
background to his polemics with René Descartes and with the Cartesianism 
defended by his Utrecht colleague Regius, a student of Cremonini.^9 But does 
Voetius's theologia naturalis in the end not function as praeambula fidei? 
And does he with that not attribute an independent and isolated sphere 
to philosophy? 


53.2 Theologia naturalis as Sub-Structure? 

In light of the claim made in nineteenth-century scholarship, which continues 
to find proponents today, that natural theology in early modern Protestantism 
(and in the Middle Ages) was turned into a preparation for supernatural theol- 
ogy and represented a presupposition or sub-structure, it is worth considering 
whether this was also the case for Voetius, a leading theologian from of the 
period of Reformed orthodoxy. There is no doubt that at least since Descartes, 
and especially with Spinoza, such a natural theology was entirely possible.*9 
In this form it also entered the influential work of Schleiermacher's student 
Alexander Schweizer (1808-1888) in the middle of the nineteenth century, who 
with his Glaubenslehre (1844-1847) claimed to be the first to treat Reformed 
dogmatics again in the form in which it had once flourished more than a cen- 
tury ago, especially in the theological manuals from the period of orthodoxy.?® 
The structure of Schweizer's work alone makes it clear that he divides dog- 
matics from the Reformers to Schleiermacher in two parts: part one treats 
the Theologia naturalis under the title "The presuppositions for the redemp- 
tive religion of revelation" and includes the doctrines of God, creation, and 
providence, while the Theologia revelata is treated in part two entitled “The 
redemptive religion of revelation itself" where the topics discussed in part one 


47 Cf. below, ch. 6.3. 

48 Regius studied under Santorio de’ Santori (1561-1636) and most notably under Cesare 
Cremonini (1550-1631) in Padua, where Averroism experienced a renaissance in Paduan 
Aristotelianism. Cf. Verbeek, De Wereld van Descartes, 61-62, 81. Cf. above, ch. 2.3, and ch. 
2 on Voetius's interaction with Cartesianism. 

49 On Descartes and Spinoza, cf. Trapnell, The Treatment of Christian Doctrine, 15-45. At 
present there is no consensus in Spinoza research regarding the relationship between 
Spinoza's doctrine of God and natural theology; cf. Piguet, Le Dieu de Spinoza; Mason, The 
God of Spinoza; Roothaan, "Spinoza"; and the more popular account in Reeling Brouwer, 
De God van Spinoza. The wide influence of the Spinozist approach to this issue, however, 
is virtually undisputed; cf. on this Küng, Existiert Gott?, 157—172. Cf. also more generally 
Swagermann, Ratio en revelatio; Van Sluis, Röell; Wielema, The March of the Libertines; 
Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 157—327. 

50 Schweizer, Glaubenslehre; cf. the preface in the first volume. 
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do not return for discussion.?! As such, the structure of Schweizer's work is 
more reflective of nineteenth-century Schleiermacherian theology than of the 
theology of Reformed orthodoxy.5? 

At almost the same time, Roman Catholic neo-scholasticism came with a 
similar interpretation of medieval theology and especially of Thomas Aquinas, 
drawing partly on the great Aquinas commentaries from the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries.” The extent to which this new interpretation was dis- 
seminated can be illustrated by the claim of Otto Weber, a student of Barth, 
that in the Middle Ages and the period of orthodoxy “the concept of special 
revelation ... resulted in an understanding of the knowledge of God as rational 
insight into supranatural truths.” Consequently, “the preparatory function of 
the natural knowledge of God” could be understood as initiating “that knowl- 
edge which special revelation then completes.” Thus, as Weber suggests, 
“Christian knowledge [was] conceived of according to the model of natural 
knowledge.'5^ Karl Barth's polemic should likewise be understood against the 
background of the modified interpretation of natural theology in the nine- 
teenth century.” 


51  Inthissecond part, Schweizer employs a Trinitarian structure. He first treats the doctrine 
of the immanent Trinity before he goes on to discuss the economy of the father (doctrine 
of predestination), of the Son (Christology), and of the Holy Spirit (soteriology, ecclesiol- 
ogy, and eschatology). 

52 Karl Barth reacted to this reinterpretation of the theologia naturalis in the nineteenth 
century. His Kirchliche Dogmatik is set up in pointed contrast to a composition in which 
the constitutive significance of the doctrine of the Trinity in the so-called special dog- 
matics is severely obscured “by the broadly developed natural theology in Part I, which 
is put in force first" Accordingly, the doctrine of the Trinity became the starting point 
for the Kirchlichen Dogmatik as a whole; see Barth, Church Dogmatics, 1/1, 303 (KD 1/1, 
319). Cf. also ibid., 192 (KD 1/1, 200), where Barth draws a line from the “the contempo- 
rary reconstruction of a theologia naturalis as the science of the praeambula fidei in the 
ancient Thomistic sense" in Protestant orthodoxy to the definition of theology as "sience 
of religion" (^Wissenschaft der Religion") in Herder and Schleiermacher. Interestingly 
enough, there are some similarities between Barth's so-called “Lichterlehre” and Voetius's 
understanding of theologia naturalis (for this observation, I am indebted to Prof. Jan 
Muis); see Church Dogmatics, 1v [3, 10—65 (KD 1V/3, 122-88), and cf. Berkhof, Karl Barths 
Lichterlehre; Van der Kooi, As in a Mirror, ch. 6. 

53 Cf. on this the groundbreaking article by de Broglie, "La vraie notion thomiste, and the 
works of Henri de Lubac" (esp. de Lubac, Augustinisme et théologie moderne). 

54 Weber, Foundations of Dogmatics, 1, 217 (Grundlagen der Dogmatik, 1, 239-40, cf. 131-37, 
219-22). Similarly Beker and Hasselaar, Wegen en kruispunten in de dogmatiek, 1, 10-50. 

55 Cf. the debate of 1934 between Brunner (“Natur und Gnade: Zum Gespräch mit Karl 
Barth") and Barth (“Nein! Antwort an Emil Brunner"); reprinted in Fürst, “Dialektische 
Theologie,’ 169-207 and 208-58. To be sure, the specific context of this debate should not 
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Although Ebrard already thoroughly criticized Schweizer's depiction of 
Reformed theology as he had cast it in a two-part mould where natural the- 
ology functioned as a preparation for the theology of revelation,?® his view 
still prevailed and made its way directly or indirectly through Ernst Troeltsch's 
Vernunft und Offenbarung (1891) into the works of Paul Althaus, Hans Emil 
Weber, Ernst Bizer, Walter Kickel, and Heiner Faulenbach.5? Together with 
Troeltsch, all understand Reformed orthodoxy to lead almost naturally to the 
rationalism of the Enlightenment. In his discussion of Junius, for example, 
Weber describes natural theology, because it has its *own" knowledge before 
and without revelation, as an illegitimate attempt by people to glorify their 
own autonomous powers. It is a theology arising out of humanity's own ability, 
in which people create their own path to God through the knowledge they 
themselves obtained.5 Similarly, Faulenbach claims about Cocceius's contem- 
poraries - among whom Voetius had a leading position - that they with their 
theologia naturalis made considerable “use of humanity's natural ability for 
knowledge.... Insights gained through reason and experience often form the 
presuppositions, the precondition, or point of contact for theological teach- 
ing which may itself also be pervaded with reason and thereby threatens to 
obscure the Gospel.”59 

Voetius's natural theology, however, is difficult to reconcile with this line of 
interpretation.9? We see this first of all when Voetius remarks the following: 


Here we presuppose the distinction between supernatural and natural 
theology. The former is that which Christians draw from the Word of God 
alone, and which formally is and is called Christian theology. The latter 
is that which those who are alien to faith and are destitute of the Word 
of God can have from the natural light and natural reason, and which 


be overlooked, namely the emergence of the National Socialist "German Christians" and 
the "Kirchenkampf" 

56 Ebrard, Christliche Dogmatik; cf. especially 1, 108-9, 81-82, 85-86, 97-100. 

57 Troeltsch, Vernunft und Offenbarung; Althaus, Prinzipien der deutschen reformierten 
Dogmatik; Weber, Reformation, Orthodoxie und Rationalismus, 3 vols.; Bizer, Frühorthodoxie 
und Rationalismus; Kickel, Vernunft und Offenbarung; Faulenbach, Polanus; Faulenbach, 
Weg und Ziel. 

58 Weber, Reformation, Orthodoxie und Rationalismus, 1/2, 271-72; cf., however, also the 
nuancing remarks on pages 275-78. 

59  Faulenbach, Weg und Ziel, 28. 

60 Fora similar critique of this interpretation, cf. Muller, PRRD, I, 270—310, esp. 271, 280 and 
308-10. See also the balanced accounts on Lutheran orthodoxy by Ratschow, Lutherische 
Dogmatik, 1, 31, 36—37, 52—56, and especially Preus, Post-Reformation Lutheranism, 1, 113, 
152—53, 164—66, 173-80. 
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Christians have or can have from the same light as the secondary princi- 
pleandatthe same time from the Word of God as the primary principle.5! 


It immediately strikes us that Christians draw supernatural theology simply 
from the Word of God and likewise have natural theology from the Word of 
God, which is the primary principle for natural theology although it can also 
be derived from the light of reason. Believers therefore do not come to the 
truths of natural theology by reason alone, let alone that these truths func- 
tion as nothing more than the preparation for supernatural theology. Rather, 
as Voetius writes explicitly several pages further on,9? natural theology from a 
material perspective is a part of supernatural theology and does not require 
its own point of entry. For that reason, natural theology foundationally 
also belongs to Christian theology. Only from a formal perspective, as we also 
see in the quotation above, can the term theologia christiana be restricted 
to supernatural theology since formally — i.e., according to its principle of 
knowing - theology is called "Christian theology" insofar as it comes from the 
Word of God. 

A second noteworthy element is the contrast drawn between believers and 
unbelievers, since of the latter it is not said that they have natural theology 
but only that they can have it. The objective possibility does not have to come 
to realization in subjective reality; where it fails to do so, the cause has to be 
sought in humanity's sin. That man is to be blamed for the failure to realize 
this possibility is no more than the positive side of the claim that natural the- 
ology serves to leave humanity without excuse.63 Natural theology does not 
arise from “humanity’s own ability" (Hans Emil Weber; “Eigenmdchtigkeit des 
Menschen"), but is theocentric in several regards: both the ground of its pos- 
sibility — i.e., the grace of natural revelation — as well as the realization of this 
possibility — i.e., the grace of the knowledge of God - derive from God, while 
also the content of this knowledge is not estranged from Christian faith but is 
nothing other than God and his command. Even if this possibility is realized, 


61 Voetius, sp 111, 829: "Hic praesupponimus distinctionem Theologiae in supernaturalem 
et naturalem. Illa est, quam Christiani hauriunt ex solo Dei verbo, et quae formaliter est 
ac dicitur Theologia Christiana. Ista est quam alieni a fide et destituti verbo Dei habere 
possunt ex lumine et ratione naturali; et quam Christiani habent aut habere possunt ex 
eodem lumine tanquam principio secundario, et simul ex verbo Dei tanquam principio 
primario." (The emphasis in the translation is my own.) 

62 Cf. above, n. 35. 

63 Cf. above, n. 38. 

64 Cf. sp 1, 386: “Omnis veritatis et yvwotoû sive theoretici et practici quod ad nos, seu 
respectu cognitionis nostrae causa et mensura est revelatio Dei naturalis aut supernatu- 
ralis, ita ut mihi hoc verum sit, quia Deus ita revelavit, non vero quia mihi verum sit aut 
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it does not extend to the salvation of fallen people since natural theology goes 
backto the knowledge of God before the Fall, is no more than traces and sparks 
of its original self, and does not include such contingent states of affairs as the 
Fall into sin, the cross, and the resurrection.65 

In Voetius's construction, natural theology is thus not turned into the epis- 
temological precondition for supernatural theology in any way. When he does 
describe natural theology as a precondition, he intends this in an ontological 
sense alone. Man's natural knowledge is not a precondition for his supernatural 
knowledge, but theological truths which can only be known supernaturally — 
i.e., on the basis of revelation by Word - rather include and presuppose those 
theological truths which can also be known naturally — i.e. on the basis of 
revelation by nature.66 Again, this does not mean that the particular contents 
of supernatural theology can in any way be derived or deduced from natural 
theology, even though the two are of course not contradictory but fully com- 
patible with each other. The implicative relationship between the contents of 
supernatural and natural theology clearly cannot be reversed. Against objec- 
tions from the Remonstrant camp Voetius writes: 


The doctrines of predestination, the resurrection from the dead, the 
satisfaction of Christ, the end of the world, Christ's second coming, the 
final judgment, and eternal life can and must allow and presuppose 


fuerit ideo ita et non aliter revelaverit: est enim prima veritas revelans causa, principium 
et mensura omnis veritatis et cognitionis in homine, non contra. Nec tamen sequitur veri- 
tatis absolute et in se consideratae primam radicem ac principium esse quaerendum in 
revelatione divina; hoc est in lumine naturali, aut in sacra scriptura: nam hinc sequeretur 
Deum summam ac primam veritatem, mensurari et dependere ab effectu et opere aliquo 
suo externo." Cf. also sp 1, 398; Catechisatie, 46. 

65 Catechisatie, 46-49, esp. 48-49: “V. Is de natuerlicke Theologie genoeghsaem ter saligheyt? 
A. Neen, als blijckt Joh. cap. 3. vs. 36. Die in den Sone niet gelooft, en sal het leven niet 
sien; maer den toorne Godts blijft op hem. Ephes. cap. 2. vs. 12. Geen hope hebbende, 
ende sonder Godt in de werelt.” See also sp 111, 839, and cf. sD rv, 35-36, where Voetius 
discusses a claim advanced by Zwingli and Melanchthon according to which pagans in 
the pre-Christian era possibly had natural knowledge of the gospel. Voetius rejects this 
claim as a historical error (in other words, history could have turned out differently and 
then Zwingli and Melanchthon maybe could have been right). Cf. on inexcusability below, 
Ch. 5.3.1, at n. 38, and above, ch. 5.3.2, at n. 116. 

66 Thus, the sentence immediately following the citation given in n. 61 makes clear that 
the term "natural theology" concerns specific theological truths: "Sunt autem veritates 
Theologiae naturalis partim primae seu speculativae (ita loqui liceat), partim ex primis 
ortae seu illis superstructae.” (SD 111, 829). The latter category is about practical truths, cf. 
SD III, 830. 
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the truths that God exists, that he is simple, intelligent, willing, capable, 
that immortal souls are all endowed with freedom or with natural free 
choice - truths which are clear to us not only from the light of Scripture, 
but also from the light of nature and from sound philosophy. However, 
from this does not follow the cry: "Therefore, o theologians, from now on 
do not prove from Scripture but from philosophy the articles of the sat- 
isfaction of Christ, of the final judgment, of eternal life, of the resurrec- 
tion, since all those articles are built on the aforementioned hypotheses 
which are also known from the light of nature."6? 


Voetius's explicit attack on what he sees as Remonstrant misunderstandings is 


also incompatible with Ernst Bizer's description of Reformed orthodoxy: 


67 


68 


They inquire into the possibility and necessity of the facts of salvation 
and can demonstrate them rationally.... The whole plan of salvation 
and all creation follow with logical necessity from the concept of God 
which in turn can also be rationally proved, as is the case with God's 
very existence. 


Voetius, Thersites, 191: "Possunt et debent doctrinae de praedestinatione, de resurrectione 
mortuorum, de satisfactione Christi, de fine mundi, de secundo adventu Christi, de judi- 
cio extremo, de vita aeterna, permitti ac praesupponi veritates istae, quod sit Deus, quod 
simplex; Intelligens, volens, potens, quod animae immortales, libertate seu naturali libro 
arbitrio praeditae omnes, quae ex lumine scripturae non tantum, sed etiam ex lumine 
naturae sanaque Philosophia patescunt. Nec tamen inde sequitur exclamatio illa: Ergo o 
Theologi posthac non ex scriptura sed ex philosophia probate articulos de satisfactione 
Christi, de judicio extremo, de vita aeterna, de resurrectione; quia scil. articuli illi, supra- 
dicitis hypothesibus etiam lumine naturae cognitis superstruantur" Cf. also Voetius's crit- 
icism regarding scholastic theology in sp 1, 24: “Quod plerumque committant netaßaoıv 
&c &Mo yévoc: et mysteria fidei ex ratione et lumine naturali, aut ex Philosophia atque 
authoritate philosophica humana probare fatagant." Cf. also the similar remarks against 
the Socinians in SD I, 4. 

Bizer, Frühorthodoxie und Rationalismus, 60 (on Beza, Ursinus, Danaeus, and Zanchi). On 
Beza, cf. the similar remarks by Bizer's pupil Kickel, Vernunft und Offenbarung, 100-121, 
where all of salvation history, even the fall, is presented as deducible from Beza's doc- 
trine of God; cf. especially 105: "Indem Beza Erwählung und Verwerfung zur notwendi- 
gen Folge der Selbstmanifestation des góttlichen Wesens, námlich seiner Gerechtigkeit 
und Barmherzigkeit, macht, gewinnt er die methodische Móglichkeit, alle Aussagen der 
Prádestinationslehre logisch-deduktiv aus einem als letztem Prinzip vorausgesetzten 
Gottesbegriff abzuleiten." Ibid., 110: "So ist die Gott-Menschheit Christi aus den góttlichen 
Eigenschaften der Gerechtigkeit und Barmherzigkeit gefolgert." 
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However, for Voetius only the truths of natural theology insofar as they per- 
tain to the essence of God (existence, simplicity, etc.) and man (freedom of 
the will) are necessary.6? The truths of supernatural theology noted above, in 
contrast, refer to contingent states of affairs related to salvation and are con- 
tingent. Yet contingent truths cannot in any way be deduced from necessary 
truths, although implicatively they do presuppose and are compatible with 
them. Voetius latently distinguishes like Duns Scotus between a theologia 
necessaria and a theologia contingens, where the former can in principle be 
known by the light of reason (understood in a pre-Cartesian sense), while the 
latter depends on the revelation of Holy Scripture."? The necessity and contin- 
gency are ontological not epistemological, for otherwise the above distinction 
between objective and subjective natural theology would be entirely useless as 
every person would necessarily have to have actual knowledge of the truths of 
natural theology. 

When Voetius speaks of natural theology as the precondition of supernat- 
ural theology, this is related only to fides quae or the content of faith, but not 
to fides qua or the act of faith. Explicit knowledge of Christ as Saviour does 
not presuppose independent explicit knowledge of the existence of God and 
certainly not a proof for it,” although the salvation offered in Christ in an onto- 
logical sense indeed does presuppose the existence of God. If natural theology 
is an ontological precondition, its theologia necessaria-character means that 
supernatural theology cannot be compromised, curtailed, or undergo extrane- 
ous influence in any way.” 


69 Strictly speaking, only the mentioned attributes of God are necessary in the proper sense, 
whereas they do exist, which in itself is contingent, they necessarily have free will. Thus, 
freedom of the will is an essential, but not a necessary attribute. Because God exists nec- 
essarily, all essential attributes of God are at the same time necessary attributes. 

70 On this distinction in Scotus, cf. Ordinatio, prologus, p. 3, qq. 1-3, nn. 169-171, esp. n. 171 
(ed. Vat., 1, 12-114); cf. ibid., p. 4, qq. 1-2, nn. 210-213 (ed. Vat., I, 144-146); ibid., p. 5, qq. 
1-2, n. 350 (ed. Vat., 1, 226-27); Lectura, prologus, p. 3, q. 1, nn. 11—n8 (ed. Vat., XVI, 40-43); 
ibid., p. 4, qq. 1-2, n. 172 (ed. Vat., XVI, 57). Cf. also Vos, Johannes Duns Scotus, 76-80; Vos, 
The Theology of John Duns Scotus, 37-46; Vos et al., DSDL, 13-39, as well as Honnefelder, 
Ens inquantum ens, 1113. Cf. more generally on the prologus to Scotus's Ordinatio, Sondag, 
Jean Duns Scot: Prologue de "l'Ordinatio." Similar to Scotus also Keckermann; cf. Althaus, 
Prinzipien der deutschen reformierten Dogmatik, 243-49, who does not address the ques- 
tion of Scotist provenience though. 

71 Cf. Voetius’s balanced answer to the question whether and on what occasion God's exist- 
ence may be proven to atheists at all, in sp v, 48-49. 

72 This is at least true from the point of view of a theology that takes the consistency cri- 
terion seriously. Potential compromising of supernatural theology would have to be 
ascribed not to the ontological relationship with natural theology as such, but to errors in 
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53.3 Theologia naturalis insita et acquisita 

Natural theology was an important doctrine for Voetius. Hans-Martin Barth 
is not mistaken when he writes about the 4-part disputation De atheismo 
(1639): "The natural knowledge of God, with which theologians usually deal 
in peace and quiet, is here defended tenaciously and developed polemically 
into a crucial position against the attacks of atheism."? This claim is correct 
insofar as Voetius especially unfolded the theologia naturalis in his polemics 
with Remonstrants, Socinians, Cartesians, and Sceptics. Voetius was, however, 
not most concerned about the proofs for God's existence, but the self-evidence 
of the proposition: “God exists.""^ This comes out from his understanding of 
the common seventeenth-century distinction between innate or implanted 
or congenital natural theology (theologia naturalis innata seu insita seu con- 
genita) and acquired natural theology (theologia naturalis acquisita). Here, it 
should be noted, Voetius uses the word "theology" more-or-less synonymously 
for “cognition” (cognitio) or “knowledge” (notitia). 

By way of this distinction, Voetius defends the notiones communes or natu- 
rales, which he understands as “implanted notions" (notiones innatae), as they 
pertain to knowledge of God, and he does so over against the Remonstrants, 
Socinians, and north-Italian Renaissance Aristotelians. These notiones com- 
munes are the gnoseological preconditions of all knowledge, and form the 
basis for the first principle of division to distinguish a theologia naturalis innata 
from a theologia naturalis acquisita. Voetius learned this distinction while he 
was a student from his teacher Gomarus, a student of Ursinus, as well as from 
the writings of Junius the Elder, who served for some time in Neustadt as a col- 
league of Ursinus. During his pastorate in Heusden Voetius came to see the use- 
fulness of this distinction, and thus after he was appointed professor he right 


the area of natural theology. Here, however, we are discussing the fundamental issue of 
the mutual relationship. 

73 Barth, Atheismus und Orthodoxie, 199. Cf. on this debate Beck, "Zur frühneuzeitlichen 
Atheismus-Debatte." 

74 Cf. on this also Beck, “Rezeption Melanchthons,” 328-35; Beck, “Melanchthonian 
Thought," 115-124. Using modern terminology, it could be said that for Voetius knowl- 
edge of God is a properly basic belief, that is, a properly basic belief which in principle is 
accessible and obvious to all human beings. A properly basic belief can roughly be defined 
as an epistemic assumption which is rationally tenable even if additional propositional 
evidence or supportive arguments are lacking. As such, a properly basic belief can serve 
as the starting point for further epistemic assumptions. Cf. Plantinga, “Reason and Belief 
in God"; Plantinga, Warrant: The Current Debate; Plantinga, Warrant and Proper Function; 
Plantinga, Warranted Christian Belief. For a critical discussion, see Quinn, “Epistemology 
in Philosophy of Religion,’ esp. 525-38, and cf. in general Vos, Kennis en noodzakelijkheid, 
135—239; Klein, Christliche Glaubensüberzeugungen. 
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away developed it in his lectures on Romans 139-20 and 2:14-15 and on the 
Belgic Confession. Against Remonstrant objections he had already defended 
the cognitio Dei innata in his pamphlet Thersites Heautontimorumenum four 
years before the famous De atheismo disputation, and in doing so he denied 
the possibility of speculative atheism.” 

Voetius was convinced that the distinction between innate and acquired 
natural theology was presupposed at least implicitly by all orthodox theologi- 
ansfrom the Middle Ages and the Reformation; as proof he quotes his colleague 
Heinrich Alting of Groningen, who had taught 1613-1622 at the theological 
faculty of Heidelberg formerly shaped by Ursinus, and who like Gomarus and 
Junius stood in the Melanchthonian line.’6 

Voetius understands innate natural theology as 


common notions (xowäg £vvotac) or innate notions, namely, a hidden 
natural seed of reason and religion which is as a disposition [habitus] of 
principles, which in adults passes over into the act. Based on this disposi- 
tion the act of theology is produced without any proof and only through 
the experienced apprehension of the terms; no different from the way in 
which the truth of the first principles shines with its light and pours itself 
out into our mind, as soon as the terms of the proposition are perceived." 


75 Thersites, 179-85; SD 1, 114-226 (esp. 140-66); SD V, 457-59. Cf. Gomarus, Analysis et 
Explicatio Epistolae ad Romanus, cap. 1 (Opera, 11, 10); Gomarus, Disputationes theologi- 
cae, 1 ("De theologia"), th. 30-34 (Opera, 111, 2); Junius, De theologia vera, cap. 10. Cf. on 
theissue as a whole Bizer, "Die reformierte Orthodoxie"; Barth, Atheismus und Orthodoxie; 
Platt, Reformed Thought and Scholasticism; all three authors mentioned here seem to be 
unaware of Voetius's Thersites. 

76 SD V, 456-58; there are extensive quotes from Alting, Theologia elenctica nova, 2-8; cf. 
Auction Catalogue 11 T 4°, 31. On Alting, see Klóckner, Heinrich Alting. 

77 Voetius, SD 1, 140: "Nostri communiter ex Roman. 1. 18. cum 2. 15. et Johann. 1. 9. esse theolo- 
giam [naturalem] innatam, hoc est statuunt xowac £vvotoc seu notiones innatas, latens scil. 
rationis et religionis semen naturale, quod se habeat ad modum habitus principiorum: 
qui in adultis in actum educitur, et unde actus theologiae elicitur absque demonstratione, 
percepta modo terminorum apprehensione: [h]aut aliter ac primorum principiorum ver- 
itas suo lumine radiat et in mentem nostram se infundit, simulac enuntiationis termini 
percipiuntur: adeo ut nullius hominis adulti mens ab actuali istius veritatis coruscatione 
et sensu ad explicationem et perceptionem terminorum omnium [Orig. Disp.: om- 
nino] possit esse libera." Here, I follow the original version of the disputation (available 
in the "Andover-Harvard Theological Library, shelfmark: R.B.R. 602.2 V876.4 dsd 1637). 
Moreover I alter the here rather pointless construction "aut aliter ac" into the much more 
suitable construction “haut aliter ac" which is often used by Voetius (cf., for instance, sD 
1, 141, 146, 351, 358, 391, 477, 498, 873, 877, 917; 11, 373, 404, 408; V, 130, 755). For the theolo- 
gia naturalis innata Voetius refers especially to John of Damascus, De Fide Orthodoxa, 1, 1 
(PG 94, 789-92), and Augustine, Enarr. in Ps., 74, 9 [not: Ps. 44] (PL 36, 952) and Tract. in 
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Just because Voetius applied the Ciceronian term *xotvai £vvotot" does not 
mean that his view of innate natural theology finds its context in early mod- 
ern Stoicism.7? Voetius in fact had little sympathy for the neo-Stoicism of the 
renowned humanist Justus Lipsius,"? and the citation above is not suggestive 
of an immanent interweaving of the divine with the universe, but rather rem- 
iniscent of Luther and Melanchthon, of Calvin, Alsted, and Alting.8° Voetius 
thus follows Heinrich Alting in speaking of the "sense of divinity (sensus divini- 
tatis) which is naturally implanted in man,” and in the process adopts Calvin's 
own formulation.?! 


Jo., 106, 4 (PL 35, 1910). Cf. on Augustine here Teske, "The Aim of Augustine’s Proof That 
God Truely Is,’ esp. 260. Without providing quotations Voetius also mentions Aristotle, De 
caelo, 1, 3 (270b1-14), Seneca, Epist., 117, and Cicero, De natura deorum (probably first of all 
11, 4 and 12); cf. Beck, "Zur Rezeption Ciceros." 

78 On this expression, see Schneider, "Notiones communes"; Beck, "Zur Rezeption Ciceros," 
238-42. 

79 Cf. SD 1, 206—7, and Duker, Voetius, 11, 66 n. 3 (cf. also 54). On Lipsius cf. Abel, Stoizismus, 
67-113. 

80 On natural knowledge of God in Melanchthon, cf. Frank, Melanchthon, 68-225. 
However, for two reasons I am not able to relate to Frank’s claim of a “fundamentalen 
Perspektivenwechsel der humanistischen Philosophie Melanchthons” (118) towards a 
“subjektive[n] Wendung der Philosophie,” in which the "Ursprung der Erkenntnis" is relo- 
cated into the human mind, forestalling Cartesian subjectivism, as it were (123-25). On 
the one hand, Frank overestimates the novelty of the Melanchthonian approach, because 
he fails to take into account or even bring up for discussion the “second beginning of 
metaphysics” (“der zweiten Anfang der Metaphysik” (Kluxen, Honnefelder), which in the 
form of Scotist transcendental metaphysics historically came in between the Thomistic 
metaphysics of essence and the thought of Humanism. On the other hand, to my mind 
Frank underestimates the difference between Melanchthon and the Cartesian approach 
of grounding knowledge of God in the cogito. Cf. in addition Platt, Reformed Thought and 
Scholasticism, 10-33 (Luther and Melanchthon), 34-46 (Calvin, and the interpretations 
by Guillaume Delaune, Johannes Piscator and Daniel Colonius), and in general 202-38, 
and cf. Althaus, Prinzipien der deutschen reformierten Dogmatik, 88—91 (Alsted). 

81 Voetius, SD V, 456: "Esse aliquam Theologiam seu cognitionem Dei naturalem; sive sen- 
sum aliquem divinitatis homini naturaliter esse insitum." Cf. Alting, Theologia elenctica 
nova, 2-8, with Calvin, Institutio (1559), 1, 3, with the telling title “Dei notitiam hominum 
mentibus naturaliter esse inditam," and there especially n. 3 (CR 30, 37): “Hoc quidem 
recte iudicantibus semper constabit, insculptum mentibus humanis esse divinitatis 
sensum, qui deleri nunquam potest. Imo et naturaliter ingenitam esse omnibus hanc 
persuasionem, esse aliquem Deum, et penitus infixam esse quasi in ipsis meduliis, 
locuples testis est impiorum contumacia, qui furiose luctando, se tamen extricare e Dei 
metu nequeunt." Cf. also Insitutio (1559), 1, 3, 1 (CR 30, 36; "divinitatis sensus," "religionis 
semen"). For more related passages and their interpretation, I refer to Muller, "Duplex 
cognitio dei"; Schreiner, The Theater of His Glory, esp. ch. 5; Steinmetz, Calvin in Context, 
23-39, as well as Helm, “John Calvin, the sensus divinitatis" As to Helm's remarks it should 
be noted that Alvin Plantinga could in a sense rightly base himself on Calvin even if the 
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Itis important to recognize that this "seed of religion" or "sense of divinity" 
does not imply for Voetius that there is actual knowledge of God, and that it 
only establishes its precondition. For, small children also have the sensus divin- 
itatis, although they do not yet have actual knowledge of God. The absence 
of actual knowledge of God is more than simply the corrupted consciousness 
of a quality that is objectively already present. Voetius clearly distances him- 
self here from the Platonic doctrine of anamnesis or recollection, according 
to which ideas or abstract mental representations (species intelligibiles) are 
inborn in people who become aware of them in the process of learning.®? 
On this basis alone, even apart from Voetius's rejection of the distinctive 
Cartesian ideae innatae (see more below), it is a mistake to imagine that 
Voetius understands innate natural knowledge of God as an innate idea of 
God.5? When it comes to actual knowledge, Voetius is fully in line with the 
Aristotelian understanding of the human mind as a tabula rasa.8^ On the other 
hand, Voetius does not teach a pure sensualism as it would later be defended 
by John Locke, either.5 


In order to understand the distinction between theologia insita and acquis- 
ita properly, we have to stop and first consider Voetius's epistemology. Like 
Scotus and Suárez, Voetius identifies three operations of the human intellect 


Reformer's assertions should not allow for the conclusion that faith in God can also exist 
“reasonlessly.” After all, if Calvin indeed required reasons, they would not be subject to 
the exaggerated standard of “Cartesian certainty" dominating modern foundationalism. 

82 Voetius, SD V, 141: “Non quod actualis aliqua sit aut eliciatur cognitio Dei ab infante 
recens nato: aut species intelligibiles una cum intellectu et memoria illi inditae sunt, ita 
ut uadycıs adultorum tantum sint avayvigetc, (discentiae sint reminiscentiae, ut vertit 
Tertullianus) quod volebat Plato.” Cf. sp 1v, 764; v, 490, 503-4. In Plato see Menon, 81 a-c. 
Cf. also Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 41-42. On the translation of species 
intelligibilis as “mental representation," see Spruit, Species Intelligibilis, 1, 1. 

83 From this perspective, which is also taken by other orthodox Reformed theologians, 
Platt's translation of "notitia [or: cognitio] Dei innata" in Platt, Reformed Thought and 
Scholasticism, as “the innate idea of God,” which even serves as the title for ch. 8, is rather 
unfortunate. Furthermore, Vádana, “Descartes and Voetius,” seems to underestimate the 
differences between Descartes and Voetius on this point. Cf. also above, ch. 2.4. 

84 Voetius, SD 1, 141 (following the sentence cited in n. 82): “Neutiquam; nam respectu 
actualis cognitionis recte dixit Aristoteles: Hominis mentem habere se instar rasae 
tabulae" For Aristotle, see De anima, 111, 4 (429b30-430a2). With this formulation, 
Aristotle wants to express the “Empfänglichkeit für jegliche Beschriftung" (Schmitz, Die 
Ideenlehre des Aristoteles 1/2, 211) of the nous as a "Rezeptakulum für die Formen" (Düring, 
Aristoteles, 579). 

85 Cf. Voetius, SD 1, 148, 178; cf. 111, 847; V, 523-25. Locke, An Essay Concerning Human 
Understanding, 11.1.2 (59). On Locke, cf. Frank, Die Vernunft des Gottesgedankens, 297—335. 
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or mind.?6 The first operation is the perception of simple objects of knowledge, 
that is, of simple terms (apprehensio simplicium). These terms are as such still 
unconnected, and for that reason the mind's taking hold of something (con- 
ceptus) in such an operation of the intellect, ^which apprehends the whatness 
(quidditas) of the thing according to its nature without any connection [with 
another term], is always of itself true."57 An error can nevertheless creep in 
accidentally when something that does not belong to the simple act of appre- 
hension still accommodates itself to it. Voetius gives the example of a person 
who understands the sun to be no bigger than two feet. The conceptual appre- 
hension considered as such is without error since it includes no judgement, 
and for that reason one cannot speak of truth or falsity at this point.88 As in 
medieval epistemology (e.g., Scotus), this first operation of the intellect con- 
sists in a twofold act of the intellect which precedes each act of judgment. As 
intellectus agens, the intellect abstracts the mental "representations" (species 
intelligibiles) from their "sensory representational devices" (phantasma) given 
to it by the senses. As intellectus patiens, the intellect receives these mental “rep- 
resentations" from the intellectus agens and produces actual understanding.5? 


86 Voetius, SD 111, 649-59; V, 481-, esp. 481: “Tres enim sunt mentis operationes: 1. Simplicium 
apprehensio. 2. Compositio et divisio phrasi Aristotelica sic dicta; quam alii noeticam aut 
axiomaticam cognitionem appellant. 3. Discursus; quam alii dianoeticam cognitionem 
appellant.” Cf. Aristotle, De int., 1: “nepi yàp cbvOecw xoi Staipecty Eotı TÔ Weddog xal tò 
dAndés” (1621314). Cf. Beck, “Melanchthonian Thought,’ 122-24; Goudriaan, Reformed 
Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 43-44. 

87 Voetius, sp 111, 695: “II. Probl. An in prima operatione intellectus detur falsitas et veritas. 
Resp[ondetur]. Veritatem dari indubium est, et quidem semper: juxta communem sen- 
tentiam: (vide Metaphys |ici] de Vero et Falso, inter eos Zvvarez disp. 9. sect. 1. §. 14): si qui 
veritatem primae simplicium apprehensione negent cum Vaquez ad I. disp. 75. cap. 2. 11. 
de veritate complexa, non simplici intelligendi sunt. Falsitatem per se dari. Neg[atur |. 
Quia conceptus mentis, qui quidditatem rei secundum suam naturam absque nexu 
apprehendit, per se semper est verus; quemadmodum et visus aliique sensus dum pro- 
pria sensibilia apprehendunt.” Cf. Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 9, sect. 1, n. 
14 (ed. Berton, xxv, 317); Vásquez, Commentariorum, ac disputationum in Primam partem 
S. Thomae, 1, disp. 75, cap. 2, n. 11 (449a). 

88 Voetius, sp 111, 695: "Per accidens vero dari conceditur: cum etsi non componat, simplici 
actu accommodat alicui id, quod ei non inest, ut ex. gr. si Solem sub maginitudine bipe- 
dali concipiat" Cf. sp v, 481: “In prima operatione [mentis] veritas et falsitas locum non 
habet: ut notum est.” 

89 Cf. sp 1, 943: "Consequenter [daemon] non operatur immediate in intellectum patien- 
tem, qui solus intellectionem elicit, judicat et intelligit: nec recipit patiens intellectus spe- 
cies intelligibiles ab illo, sed a solo intellectu agente." On the specifically Scotist emphasis 
on the activity even of the intellectus patiens cf. Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 3, p. 3, qq. 2-3, 
n. 414 (ed. Vat., xvi, 390) and Ordinatio, 1, d. 3, p. 3, q. 2, n. 541 (ed. Vat., 111, 323), and 
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It is important to realize that Voetius on the one hand maintains the neces- 
sity and fundamental reliability of sensual knowledge over against Descartes, 
while he on the other hand limits the role of such knowledge and attributes no 
more than an occasional function to it in the sense of a medium sine quo non.?® 
Thus, against the Cartesian devaluation of all sensual knowledge, Voetius 
adopts the principle which has (falsely) been attributed to Aristotle that "There 
is nothing in the intellect that was not first in the senses," but with the Jesuit 
metaphysician Pedro de Fonseca understands it in a particularly restricted 
sense as: "Nothing is perceived in the intellect that was not first known in some 
way in the senses." For knowledge of God, this restriction means that sensual 
perception pertains only to God's effects and not to his essence.?! Furthermore, 
Voetius also does not exclude the possibility of accidental errors in the case of 
sensual knowledge, but tries to maintain a middle line between the scepticism 
of the academics who “nullified all confidence in the senses" and the propo- 
nents of an Epicurean sensualism.?? 

The second operation of the intellect is noetic judgment, while the third oper- 
ation of the intellect consists in dianoetic judgment.9? In this second operation, 


more generally Hoeres, Der Wille, 275-93; Honnefelder, Ens inquantum ens, 185-90; Spruit, 
Species Intelligibilis, 1, 257-66. 

90 SD V, 534: "Nos, usum sensuum tanquam occasionem, aut praeparatorium, aut medium 
sine quo non, ad notitiam Dei acquisitam et demonstrativam, ab effectu ad causam, 
ex operibus ad opificem, in Scpritura doceri, dicimus" Cf. Goudriaan, Philosophische 
Gotteserkenntnis, 41, and above, ch. 2.4. 

91 SD V, 523-25. Voetius is aware of the fact that the dictum "Nihil est in intellectu, quod 
non prius fuerit in sensu" is not literally found in Aristotle. In this context, Voetius refers 
(among others) to De anima, 111, 8 (432a6-9 and 432au-14) and Met., 1, 1 (981a12-17, 
21-27). Other than Thomas Aquinas (S.Th., 1, q. 84, a. 7, in corp. and ad 3; 1, q. 84, a. 8, in 
corp. and ad 1), Voetius cites Fronseca as an example of the representative interpretation 
of Aristotle's work by the “old and more recent scholastic philosophers and theologians”: 
Fonseca, In metaph., 1, cap. 1, q. 14 [read: 4], s. 3 (1, 93): "nihil est intellectu apprehensum, 
quod non aliquo modo prius fuerit sensu cognitum, ut omnes Philosophi affirmant. Quod 
ita intellectum est, ut vel per se fuerit sensu perceptum, veluit colores, vel per suas partes, 
ut urbs aurea..., vel per sua effecta, ut Deus Opt. Max...., vel per aliquid sibi simili …: aut 
per opposita..., vel per sua fundamenta..., vel aliquo alio modo.” Except for the deviations 
in punctuation (added by the printer), Voetius quotes literally and in full (sp v, 525); here, 
I follow the original. 

92 Voetius, sp 111, 695: “Ubi videndi Commentatores, et ad 2. de Anima, cap. 6. ubi dispu- 
tant, An sensus erare possit circa proprium sensibile; contra duas extremas opiniones 
Epicureorum et Academicorum; quorum hi omnem fidem sensibus abrogabant" For 
Voetius, the “academici” are not only the members of the second and third academy in 
antiquity, but also the philosophers of the Italian academies, including the followers of 
Averroes and Aristotle; cf. sp 1, 209-10, with I, 132, 187, 192. 

93 Cf. in addition to sp 111, 649 and v, 481-82 (see above, n. 86), also Voetius's early work 
on Aristotle's Peri hermeneias, namely his Theses logicae, A2r-A4r (esp. A2r), defended 
in 1605 under Bertius. There, Voetius relates the three operationes intellectus to the 
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the intellect either composes or divides the terms known in the first operation, 
and produces a proposition which is always either true or false.?^ In the case of 
self-evident propositions, this second operation of the intellect includes sim- 
ple assent (simplex assensus) to its truth, so that this act can also be described 
as axiomatic knowledge. Assent follows without any discursivity, that is, with- 
out any intellectual progression from the more known to the less known. Such 
a discursive process remains for the third operation of the intellect alone — i.e., 
for discourse or dianoetic knowledge — as when a progression is made from 
knowledge of the effects (e.g., "There is artifact X") to knowledge of the corre- 
sponding causes (e.g., "There is a maker of artifact X"). 

Voetius's theory of the three operations of the intellect is first of all impor- 
tant for understanding the distinction between innate and acquired knowl- 
edge of God, since innate knowledge of God belongs to the second operation 
while acquired knowledge belongs to the third operation of the intellect.?5 
This further means that the first operation preceding the other two, in that 
it at least requires sensual knowledge in an occasionalist sense, implies that 
all actual knowledge of God is as a minimum indirectly dependent on sen- 
sual experience of this world. It is even more important to recognize that the 
theologia naturalis innata, which belongs to axiomatic knowledge, is free of all 
discursivity and is therefore not found on the level of demonstrability. Only 
with the theologia naturalis acquisita, which belongs to dianoetic knowledge, 
do we have to do with discursivity and demonstrability; this is also why Voetius 
calls it notita Dei acquisita, seu discursiva et demonstrativa.96 


Aristotelian Organon in the following way: the first operatio is treated in the Categoriae, 
the second in De interpretatione, and the third in the book De Syllogisme (he probably 
means the Analytica priora). Voetius characterizes the order of the three operationes as 
synthetic, because the first is related to the second as a part to the whole, and likewise the 
second to the third. 

94 SDV, 481. Cf. on this compositio and divisio Aristotle, De int., 1 (1649-19); cf. also Met., E 4 
(1027b17—28). Cf. above, n. 86. 

95 SDV, 481-82: "In prima operatione veritas et falsitas locum non habent: ut notum est. Sed 
in secunda cum agitur de simplici assensu, hujus veritatis seu propositionis, est Deus. Qui 
assensus seu quae cognitio elicitur ex facultate innata; quam alii sensum, alii notionem 
impressam, alii notitiam Dei naturalem in actu primo, alii sensum numinis, aliter appel- 
lant. Notitiam hanc Dei innatam D. Heereboordus ... recte, breviter, perspicue explicatam 
dedit, et a discursiva seu acquisita distinctam." 

96 SD v, 481: "Quod labyrinthea Cartesii methodus et demonstratio ex antecedente dubita- 
tione, seu post praemissam et studio acquisitam dubitationem, per primum principium, 
Cogito, ergo sum, et sequentes discursus ac ignotorum ex notis collectiones ad notitiam 
Dei acquisitam, seu discursivam et demonstrativam pertineat: non vero ad notitiam Dei 
congenitam seu innatam.” Cf. also Voetius and Scriba, Disputatio Theologica de eo quod 
Deus est, A3r—Biv. 
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In the second place, against the background of this theory concerning 
the three operations of the intellect, the above quotation in which Voetius 
describes innate knowledge of God can be developed more clearly?" He 
describes "innate knowledge" as a natural seed of reason and religion, which 
functions like a *disposition of principles" Properly understood, as Voetius 
explains a little later on, it is the "general part of the disposition of principles" 
closely tied to a person's intellectual ability (potentia intellectiva), although not 
fully identical with this ability.?? This disposition means that 


the intellect can grasp the truth of the principles without any effort, 
preceding study, or reasoning, and really does grasp it when that which 
had to be posited was posited (that is, the knowledge of the terms) in 
such a way as, by a natural necessity and by a weight implanted in it, it is 
led and inclined to this sense of the truth and this assent of the truth.99 


Therefore, humanity has received an innate ability to an effortless knowledge 
of the truth of principles, but does not have actual innate knowledge of their 
truth.!°° For, actual knowledge of this truth is preceded by knowledge of the 
terms. People are not born with that knowledge, but knowledge is rather the 
result of the first operation of the intellect which in turn requires the “impulse” 
of the senses and therefore cannot exist in an unborn child. However, once this 
operation of the intellect has been completed, the intellect is inclined to the 
recognition of the truth of such principles in its second operation with natural 
necessity, that is, on the basis of its nature. To this degree the disposition of the 
principles is *more" than a neutral rational ability. This natural inclination in 
turn corresponds to the nature of the principles itself: 


97  Seeabove,atn. 77. 

98  SD1,14:*3. Neque ut notiones illae idem plane sint cum vi naturali ratiocinandi, seu cum 
ipsa potentia intellectiva. 4. Sed quid sint ab ea distinctum quid, habens se ad modum 
dispositionis, aut habitus principiorum, immo pars generalis habitus principiorum." Cf. 
similarly Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 1, sect. 4, n. 17 (ed. Berton, xxv, 30). In 
the later series of disputations “De modis cognoscendi Deum" (Voetius, SD v, 455—525), 
this distinction is hardly taken into account. 

99  SD1 141: “5. Consistit autem haec facultas, seu vis, seu aptitudo facultatum rationalium, 
seu lumen naturale in eo, quod intellectus veritatem principiorum potest sine ullo la- 
bore, praevio studio, aut ratiocinatione comprehendere, et positis ponendis (cognitione 
scil. terminorum) de facto sic comprehendit, ex naturali quadam necessitate et insito sibi 
pondere in hunc veritatis sensum atque assensum delatus et inclinans." (The emphasis in 
the translation is my own.) 

ioo Thus also Voet, Prima philosophia reformata, cap. 8, sect. 2, n. 7 (141). 
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And the nature of the first principles certainly requires that they not be 
proven but accepted.!0! 


Consequently, Voetius writes: 


This disposition of principles ... comprehends the truth of the princi- 
ples without discourse or demonstration, as if with the plain intuition 
of perception in part of the theoretical principles, in part of the practical 
principles.!02 


What does Voetius mean with these principles? These principles are first prin- 
ciples, or basic rather than derived principles. These first principles can be 
either theoretical or practical, that is, they belong either to the metaphysical or 
to the moral sphere. Furthermore, each category is either general or particular. 
This leaves us with the following classification: 


A. 


101 


102 


103 


Theoretical basic principles 
1 General principles 
a. Nothing can be and not be at the same time. 
2. Particular principles 
a. God exists. 
b. God is Creator, Ruler, Judge. 
Practical basic principles 
1. General principles 
a. The good is to be pursued, and evil is to be avoided. 
2. Particular principles 
a.  Godisto be worshiped in the right way. 
b. Do not do unto others what you would not have them do unto 
you.103 


SD 1, 141: “Et certe requirit hoc natura primorum principiorum, ut non probentur, sed 
sumantur.” 

SD 1, 141: “Complectitur habitus ille principiorum ... veritatem principiorum absque dis- 
cursu aut demonstratione, simplici quasi intuitu percipiendi, principia partim theoret- 
ica, partim practica” Cf. on this, for instance, Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 1, 
sect. 4, n.15 (ed. Berton, Xxv, 29): *prima principia sunt per se, naturaliter, ac sine discurus 
nota." 

SD 1,142: "Illa [sc. principia theoretica] sunt, vel universalia. Nihil potest simul esse et non 
esse etc. vel particularia, primo primum: Deus est. Secundo primum: creator est, guber- 
nator est, judex est. Ista [sc. principia practica] sunt, universale, bonum est faciendum, 
malum fugiendum: particularia, primo primum, Deus recte colendus est: Secundo prima, 
quod tibi fieri non vis, alteri ne feceris etc." 
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The particular principles, to which the propositions "God exists" and "God 
is to be worshiped in the right way" belong and which we are now considering, 
epistemologically presuppose the general principles. 

Does it follow from this that the doctrine of principles determines the princi- 
ple of the existence of God, rather than vice versa? This has indeed been argued 
by Hans-Martin Barth in his study on the early modern Protestant polemic 
against early atheism, where he attributed a significant place to Voetius.!04 
According to Barth, the proposition that God exists does “appear somewhere 
in the course of the process" but is not “its point of departure.” Barth further- 
more argued that in classic Protestantism, the existence of God was divided 
from the essence of God, and that no distinction was made between "different 
ways of being": 


The atheists who warn against this simplification argue “more piously” 
than their theological counterparts: if God does exist, he would be the 
“quo majus cogitari non potest."105 


In my opinion, Barth was rather hasty in the conclusions he drew from this 
division of the principles. Against him we may point to what Voetius (with 
Johannes Scriba) wrote elsewhere with an appeal to 1 Timothy 1:17: 


He who says “God” designates an infinitely perfect Being. However, 
existence is a simple perfection, so that God cannot do without it in any 
way? Therefore, God is not an [entity] which can not-exist or not-have 
existed.!06 


104 Barth, Atheismus und Orthodoxie, 203-4. Barth praises Voetius's "Disputationes de 
Atheismo" as “die erste protestantische monographische Behandlung des Problems" 
(ibid., 20), whose “Distinktionsschemata zum Atheismusproblem" were adopted by other 
authors for centuries undergoing only minor modifications (ibid., 77). 

105 Barth, Atheismus und Orthodoxie, with a reference to Sebastian Niemann, Atheus refuta- 
tus (1668), 12. 

106  Voetius and Scriba, Disputatio Theologica de eo quod Deus est, A2v: "Qui Deum dicit, Ens 
designat infinite perfectum. Existentia autem est perfectio simplex, hac itaque Deus 
carere nulla ratione potest? Ergo Deus non est, qui potest non existere aut non existi- 
tisse. Quare optime haec tria praedicata, puta spiritualitas, independentia, et necessitas 
existendi, dicuntur esse de essentiae divinae (consideratae contradistincte ad attributa) 
concepta constitutivo." This disputation was defended on 22 April 1665 under Voetius's 
presidency by Johannes Scriba (1643-1679), who was born in Moers and in 1669, after his 
studies, became pastor in Engelen, where Voetius also had served as pastor (see above, 
ch. 1.3.1). A copy of this rare disputation is kept in the "Alte Bibliothek" in Herborn. 
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This kind of argument in fact echoes the ratio Anselmi.!°” Voetius and Scriba 
here derive the evidence for the proposition “God exists" (Deus est) from the 
mutual inclusion of the terms of this proposition, where a certain knowledge 
of the content of the subject terms is presupposed — namely, as they continue 
to explain, the three essential attributes of spirituality, independence, and 
of the necessity of existence (spiritualitas, independentia, et necessitas 
existendi). The statement of the subject and the predicate, and thus also the 
first operation of the mind, is the precondition "that no one of a sound mind 
can doubt the truth of this proposition that God exists.”!08 Here God's essence 
is neither “divided” from his existence — as we will see, Voetius differentiates 
very carefully between divisions and distinctions -,!0 nor are the ways of 
being pertaining to God alone (infinite being, necessary being) and ways of 
being pertaining to creatures (finite being, contingent being) confused with 
each other. Rather, the distinction of both is in fact presupposed for knowledge 
of the proposition that God exists. Only in this way is it true that "the evidence 
of the proposition does not allow the affirmative judgment to be suspended "!10 

To recognize this point does not in any way bring us into tension with the 
division of the principles which Barth had criticized. The relationship between 
general and particular principles is surely not a relationship of the deducibil- 
ity of particular principles from the general principles.!! Furthermore, one 
should observe that these principles pertain to propositions (propositiones); 
that is, the discussion takes place on the level of predications. However, one 
can hardly deny that the precondition of each predication is the principle of 


107 With De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 114-17, I consider the modern characteriza- 
tion of Anselm's argument as ontological proof to be unfortunate; see esp. 114: ^A partir 
de Temps Modernes, et plus particuliérement depuis Kant, on désigne cette preuve du 
Proslogion parle nom de ‘preuve ontologique, désignation qui souffre d'un anachronisme 
épouvantable.” 

108  Voetius and Scriba, Disputatio Theologica de eo quod Deus est, A2v: “Daniel Voetius com- 
pendio Pneumaticae capite 3. quod cum ita sit, sequitur inevitabili consequentia; nemi- 
nem sanae mentis, explicatis subjecto et praedicato, Deus est, dubitare posse de veritate 
hujus effati.” Here, Voetius and Scriba refer to Voetius's son Daniel Voet, Compendium 
pneumaticae, cap. 3. 

109 See below, ch. 7.7.2. 

110 Voetius and Scriba, Disputatio Theologica de eo quod Deus est, A2v: “Et, cum non permittat 
evidentia propositionis, suspensum esse judicium affirmativum, non licitum esse ea de 
re ambigere.” Nevertheless, in contrast to Suárez, Voetius does not want to speak of an 
apriori proof, cf. sp v, 467-69. 

111 Alsted, for instance, who in a way similar to Voetius characterizes the principle of con- 
tradiction as the principium generalissimum and “Deus est" as the principium singularis- 
simum, even seeks to derive vice versa the principle of contradiction from the "Deus est"; 
cf. Althaus, Prinzipien der deutschen reformierten Dogmatik, 91. 
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contradiction. Otherwise it would be impossible to distinguish between the 
proposition “Deus est" and the proposition “Deus non est”? Yet the princi- 
pium contradictionis as such does not entail a loaded concept of being,!? 
whose modus entis — e.g., contingent, creaturely being — is already determined 
and which would for that reason be inapplicable to other modes of being, but 
the principle operates with the minimal ontic precondition represented by the 
distinction between the proposition “Deus est" and “Deus non est.” This is 
the most general concept of being, the most minimal definition which is at 
once capable of the greatest modification as well. 

If we take a look at the other theoretical principles in Voetius's classifi- 
cation, we can say that the principle "There is a Creator" is in fact found on 
another level than the principle "There is a God."!5 In contrast to the latter, 
the former principle presupposes creation and cannot for that reason be nec- 
essary in the proper sense of the word but only hypothetically so. For, there is 
no mutual inclusion of the terms. It is evident that Voetius can include such 
a synthetic proposition because people as creatures and beings of this world 
always already have creation as their epistemic starting-point, even in the first 
operation of the intellect. 

Although the emphasis throughout is on the self-evidence of the prop- 
osition “Deus est,’ Voetius also includes practical principles in the habitus 
principiorum. These principles reveal that natural innate knowledge of God 
is connected to a concrete command, namely, to worship God properly and 
to love one's neighbour. It is only at this point that man is without excuse if 
this command is not fulfilled (cf. Romans 1:17-23). For that reason, Voetius also 
connects the disposition of these practical principles with the law of nature 
and with the conscience (synteresis, conscientia). 6 Humanity's ethical, deon- 
tic relationship to God as the one who is worthy of worship is a part of human 
nature and in the end depends on God's *worship-worthiness" (adorabilitas), 
which is an essential predicate of God, the Greatest Good.” The command to 


112 Or more specifically: “Non: Deus est." For the purpose of the present discussion, the dis- 
tinction between contradictory and contrary propositions can be left aside. 

113 Although as far as Aristotle is concerned such a loaded concept is (at least according to 
an important line of interpretation) de facto presupposed. The respective modus entis 
ultimately refers to necessary being; cf. Hintikka, Aristotle on Modality; Vos, Kennis en 
noodzakelijkheid, 20-30, 418-20; Knuuttila, Modalities in Medieval Philosophy, 1-44; Den 
Bok, Volheidsbeginsel, 230-37. 

114 Cfonthis the elaborate discussion of analogy and univocation in ch. 7.4. 

115 It is “secundo primum,’ not “primo primum,’ cf. SD 1, 142. 

116 Cf. SD 1,141,143-45, 150, 156, 163—64; v, 520; cf. 111, 649, 827, 839. 

117 Cf sp v, 62 and 1, 366, 372; 11, 372-73. Cf. also sp 111, 79-91 (“De amore Dei”; esp. 81 with 
Augustine and Scotus: God as the summum bonum or the in se bonum). Cf. Augustine, 
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worship God properly and to love him includes in our concrete life situation 
that we love our neighbours, since they are creatures of God, since they are 
capaces beatitudinis and loved by him.!? Voetius writes about these principles: 


The force of perceiving particular theoretical and practical principles, 
and the actual perception of them according to [that force] without any 
previous efforts, in a proper and formal sense constitute natural, congen- 
ital theology.!!? 


It can be demonstrated, also with a view to Hans-Martin Barth's interpreta- 
tion, that Voetius formally restricts the constitutive role of theologia naturalis 
congenita to the capacity for effortless knowledge of the particular principles, 
that is, for the propositions “God exists" and “God is to be worshiped in the 
right way"? Although these particular principles will not hold fast when the 
general principles are simultaneously negated — for, in that case one would 
absurdly characterize God as a non ens and as malum —, the disposition of 
general principles still does not belong to the definition of congenital natu- 
ral theology.!?! Indeed, this kind of theology boils down to the human being’s 
seminal ability to come to basic, uncomplicated knowledge of the truth of the 
proposition “God exists" through the mutual inclusion of its terms, and simi- 
larly knowledge of the proposition “God is to be worshiped in the right way.”!2? 
On the basis of its self-evidence (evidentia et détomiotia), knowledge of the 
truth of this axiomatic proposition and of the general principles requires no 


De doctrina christiana, 111, 10, 16 (CCL 32, 87); Scotus, Op. Oxon., 111, d. 31, q. un., n. 7 (ed. 
Wadding, vi1/2, 682); and below, ch. 7.8.2. 

118 Cf. sp Iv, 113-24 (“De dilectione proximi"), esp. 116. This is also true for the condemned 
and the reprobated, cf. sp Iv, 115-16. 

119 SD I, 142: "Vis percipiendi, et secundum eam actualis absque praevio studio perceptio 
Principiorum particularium tum theoreticorum tum practicorum proprie et formaliter 
constituunt theologiam naturalem congenitam.” I have corrected a misleading punctua- 
tion, namely the full stop between “peceptio” and “Principiorum.” 

120 These are examples of a principium particularium primo primum. 

121 Not every essential attribute or property F of a bearer a is a defining property of the bearer, 
even though vice versa every defining or definitional property is an essential property. 

122 Cf. SD 1, 142: "Quod si quem infantem in solitudine educari contingat, nec unquam ter- 
minos istius axiomatis, Est Deus, illi ab alio exponi; eum tamen insita sibi &yxıvola, sed 
non absque praevia quamvis non tam operosa observatione, inductione, et ratiocina- 
tione actualem illam cognitionem: Quod sit Deus, eliciturum putamus.” (“Est Deus" here 
refers to the semantic-propositional level, not to the syntactic level of the sentence; the 
underlying, *metalinguistic" terminology, would in principle be comprehensible even for 
someone who grew up in isolation). Cf. also Voetius and Scriba, Disputatio Theologica de 
eo quod Deus est, Azv-Aar; SD V, 455-69. 
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proof (demonstratio), as Voetius explicitly argues against the anti-Amyraldian 
theologian Pierre Du Moulin (1568-1658). Over against Du Moulin's claim that 
there are people who deny the existence of God, Voetius counters that this 
ultimately does not happen with the agreement of the conscience and that it 
is only an outward denial.!23 

It is especially this fundamental anthropological feature whereby the 
conscience is joined to the self-evidence of the proposition *Deus est" that 
Voetius defends against (early) Socinianism which denies any kind of a 
theologia naturalis. Because they have been created in the imago Dei, people 
do not have a neutral position before God. Moreover, in assenting to the evi- 
dently false proposition “Deus non est,” man does not receive the same lasting 
peace of conscience as with the evidently true proposition “Deus est."2^ This is 
the basic message of what Voetius meant to express when he remarked in the 
disputed thesis of his inaugural disputation in 1634: 


There are no speculative atheists who are certainly persuaded that God 
does not exist.!25 


Against the objections of an unnamed “Remonstrant-Socinian” opponent, 
Voetius explains that he is aware that there are "practical atheists who worship 
no Numen and who profess atheism with their godless and profane life,” or 
"indirect or interpretative speculative atheists who reject every Numen in the 


123 SD I, 140-41: “Molineas in tract. de Cognitione Dei p. 62. censet axioma hoc: Est Deus; 
non videri ejus evidentiae et &ķioniotiaç esse ut absque demonstratione veritates ejus 
percipiatur, quomodo aliorum principiorum, ut Totum est majus sua parte: rationem 
addit, quia fuerunt, qui percepta terminorum cognitione, negarunt tamen esse Deum. 
Sed longe aliud est exterius negare axiomatis alicujus veritatem, et aliud eam interiori 
mentem et conscientia non sentire, aut ea non convinci.” Cf. Du Moulin, De cognitione 
Dei tractatus, 35-36: "Sed per haec puto effici, hanc enuntiationem DEVS EST, esse de 
earum genere quae sunt notae natura. Aristoteles 2. Posterorium, t. 6. ait eas Enuntitiones 
esse notas natura quae intellectis terminis necessario creduntur... At haec oratio, DEVS 
EST, non est ejusmodi. Nam post intellectas voces, inventi sunt qui negarent esse Deum." 
This work is not mentioned in Voetius's Auction Catalogue. On Du Moulin cf. Van Stam, 
The Controversy, and on the first controversy over Grace at Saumur, cf. Gootjes, Claude 
Pajon; Mangold, “New Perspectives.” Pierre Du Moulin's son Lewis (1606—1680) referred to 
Voetius as the "Utrecht pope"; see Du Moulin, Papa Ultrajectinus. 

124  Thersites, 179: "Hoc est, non credimus speculativam permanentem et fixam aliquam cer- 
tamque scientiam esse in Atheis, qua persuasi acquiescant, interiori sensu ac conscientia 
in illa propositione: Non est Deus.” Cf. SD 1,144—45. 

125 “Speculative nulli sunt Athei, qui certo persuasi sunt, non esse Deum.” Part of the corol- 
laria to the Theologia naturalis, which were added to the 23 assertiones theologicae. 
I quote from the reprint in Thersites, 342. Cf. Duker, Voetius, 11, 9-12, and above, ch. 1.4.1. 
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consequence, such as the Epicureans who deny providence."26 Furthermore, 
there are also "direct speculative atheists" who attempt to suppress their con- 
science. However, they can only succeed in this for some time, and without 
the outcome that "the roots, seed, and sparks of implanted knowledge will be 
completely taken away.”!2” 

As has already been pointed out, the habitual predisposition of humanity 
for knowledge of God's existence — not actual knowledge of God itself — is a 
part of man's creation after the image of God. This likewise applies to fallen 
humanity, as Voetius and Scriba claim with an appeal to Genesis 9:6 and 
James 3:9. In this context the imago Dei means in particular “the remnants of 
truth and integrity remaining after the fall, which are called common notions 
(communes notiones).”!28 These common notions, which in their substance are 
nothing but the habitus principiorum,?® are by nature inalienable to human- 
ity. To take away from human beings the habitus principiorum, so Voetius 
argues, would imply as great a contradiction as to take away from them the 
freedom of the will or the ability to laugh.!3? Voetius feels compelled to defend 
the essential nature of natural innate knowledge of God not only against the 
(early) Socinians who deny all natural knowledge of God, but also against the 
Remonstrants who want to maintain no more than the knowledge of God 
“acquired through the contemplation of the book of nature,” as well as against 


126  Thersites, 179. 

127  Thersites, 179: "Tertio esse speculativos directe; affectu scil. voto, studio, conatu, conten- 
tione, obliteratione et suffocatione ad tempus, disceptatione et externa professione; non 
vero effectu aut victoria, mentis persuasione, quietatione, certitudine, intima conscientia, 
totali exsterpatione, qua radix semen et scintilla cognitionis implantatae, plane tollatur: 
Hoc est, non credimus speculativam permanentem et fixam aliquam certamque scien- 
tiam esse in Atheis, qua persuasi acquiescant, interiori sensu ac conscientia in illa prop- 
ositione: Non est Deus.” The anonymus was Jacobus Johannes Batelier. With his Thersites 
(here: 179-85) Voetius reacted (with the help of Martin Schoock) to Batelier's Examen 
accuratum disputationis primae et quasi inauguralis d. Gisb. Voetii (1634). Batelier, on 
the other hand, wrote various rebuttals, including his Gymnasium Ultrajectinum (1638). 
Voetius's disputations “De atheismo" (here especially sp 1, 140-79, where Voetius mostly 
interacts with Batelier) are first and foremost to be read as a reaction to the Gymnasium 
Ultrajectinum, closely following the arguments in the Thersites; cf. also the autobiographi- 
cal remarks in sp v, 455-62. This context is frequently overlooked or not sufficiently taken 
into account; cf. above, ch. 2.2, n. 18. 

128 Voetius and Scriba, Disputatio Theologica de eo quod Deus est, A4v. In this context, Voetius 
and Scriba also refer positively to Cocceius. 

129 Cf. above, n. 77. 

130 SD 1,146: “cum propria naturalia speciatim intrinseca et absoluta a subjectis suis separari 
non possint, sine implicatione contradictionis. Sicuti libertas a voluntate, risibilitas ab 
homine, extendi seu habere partem extra partem a quantitate et corpore, etc. [separari 
non possint]. Sed vis illa intellectus modo dicta est tale proprium; Ergo." 
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Flacius Illyricus who was carried away in his zeal to deny the freedom of the 
will and ended up teaching that human nature was destroyed through sin.!?! 

In sum, theologia naturalis innata can be defined as follows: it refers to “innate 
notions" or a “natural seed of reason and religion,” which in their foundation 
consist in the disposition (habitus) of particular principles and correspond 
to the disposition of general principles. Closely connected to the disposition 
of general principles (such as the principle of contradiction), the disposition 
of particular principles is the fundamental ability ( facultas, potentia) of the 
intellect to comprehend the self-evident truth of these principles (i.e., “God 
exists, and "God is to be worshiped properly") without effort or proof. This 
ability constitutes natural innate knowledge of God. As such, it forms a part 
of human nature; the realization of the potential of this ability, however, does 
not. All the same, the one-sided orientation to knowledge of God's existence 
inherent to this ability does impede its contrary realization — i.e., knowledge 
of God's non-existence — from ever presenting itself to human beings with the 
same evidence and peace of conscience as the knowledge of God's existence. 
With this, direct and permanent speculative atheism are excluded. The reali- 
zation of this ability consists in the second operation of the intellect, that is, 
in the composition of the subject “God” with the predicate "exists" and the 
spontaneous assent of the intellect, which in turn presupposes knowledge of 
these terms from the first operation of the intellect, which in turn depends on 
the impulse of the senses. 

Because there was little discussion on theologia naturalis acquisita in 
Voetius's time, he does not devote as much attention to this form of natural 
knowledge of God. As opposed to theologia naturalis innata, whose means are 
based on a quality that belongs to human beings by nature — i.e., the natu- 
ral light of reason, or more precisely: the disposition (habitus) of particular 
principles — the means of theologia naturalis acquisita is something exter- 
nal to them. This form of natural theology is acquired "from the outside" and 
refers to 


131 From the Socinians Voetius here mentions specifically Fausto Sozzini and Conrad 
Vorstius (SD 1, 145, 154. 1141; V, 467, 523; Voetius and Scriba, Disputatio Theologica de eo 
quod Deus est, Agr). As to the Remonstrants Voetius refers for the most part to Batelier, 
see above, n. 127. On Flacius Illyricus cf. sp 1, 140: ^Flaccius Illyricus disputans pro corrup- 
tione naturalis, contra praetensum liberum arbitrium, ita nonnunquam loquitur, ut fere 
videatur npoAnıbeıg et notiones impressa negare." However, note the nuancing remarks in 
SD 1, 1140-41 (“Paralipomena”): If Flacius merely rejects the actual and objective naturally 
innate knowledge of God, there is no reason — except for his doctrine of sin — to disagree 
with him. Cf. sp 1, 776; v, 467; and see below, ch. 6.3, n. 43. In addition, Voetius mentions 
the metaphysician Clemens Timpler and the humanist Julius Caesar Scaliger; see SD 1, 
1141-42; Voetius and Scriba, Disputatio Theologica de eo quod Deus est, A3r. 
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that knowledge and science which the natural human being receives 
from God through the contemplation and observation of the things cre- 
ated by God.!32 


Although in contrast to theologia naturalis innata, the deliberative and discur- 
sive act of the human intellect plays a decisive role, this kind of natural theol- 
ogy is likewise the result of God's grace.!?? Sense experience of God's creation 
forms the point of departure for the discursive act of the intellect. Because of 
its dependence on objects, in contrast to the internality involved in theologia 
naturalis innata, Voetius describes acquired natural theology as "objective" and 
innate natural theology as “subjective.”!34 

As Voetius states together with Heinrich Alting, the natural theology 
“acquired from the works of God" has two principles (i.e., the senses and reason) 
and is obtained in the classical three ways as expressed by Pseudo-Dionysius 
the Areopagite.!?5 Sensual knowledge is the point of departure in an occasion- 
alist sense. Of course, as Voetius posits against Conrad Vorstius, as a result of 
God's spirituality (spiritualitas) a direct knowledge of God through the senses 
is not possible, although sense experience does represent a principle of knowl- 
edge, as he insists over against the sceptics and Descartes.!36 


132 Voetius, Catechisatie, 46: “Die kennisse ende wetenschap, die den natuurlicken mensch 
van Godt bekomt, door het aanschouwen, ende bemercken van de geschapene dingen 
Godes.” In the disputations "De atheismo” no definition of the theologia naturalis acqui- 
sita can be found. As Voetius himself later explains (cf. sD v, 461), he there and in the 
Therisites only touched on this concept and focused more on the theologia naturalis insita 
seu congenita because of his debate with the anonymous Remonstrant-Socianian, i.e., 
Batelier. 

133 It too is part of the theologia nostra imparted by the revelatory grace of God, cf. 
Catechisatie, 46. 

134 In SD v, 462-64 Voetius provides an impressive list of Roman-Catholic, Lutheran, and 
Reformed theologians who divide natural theology in “congenitam scil. seu innatam seu 
insitam, seu subjectivam; et acquisitam seu assitam seu objectivam seu discursivam aut 
demonstrativam, a posteriori scil. ex effectu" (v, 464). Cf. v, 456, and Voetius and Scriba, 
Disputatio Theologica de eo quod Deus est, A3v-Bar. This division is not to be confused 
with the division used in nn. 37 and 42. 

135 SD V, 457: "Aquisitam Dei notitiam ex communi sententia Orthodoxorum affirmat 
[Altingius] pag. 8. quam describit: quod ex operibus Dei acquiratur. Ejusque principia 
duo assignat, sensum et rationem etc. Ibidem, triplicem modum ex operibus assurgendi, 
et perveniendi ad notitiam Dei in Scholis ex dicto Dionysio Areopagit. proponi solitam 
probat et explicat." Cf. Alting, Theologia elenctica nova, 8; Pseudo-Dionysius, De div. nom., 
c.1, n. 5 (MG 3, 593). 

136 Cf. v, 461 with 457; cf. also Syllabus, Dar and sp v, 628—30. In this context, Voetius cites in 
SD V, 524—24, Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 84, n. 7, ad 3. 
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The preceding section gave an extensive description of Voetius’s view of nat- 
ural theology. When he treats the character or genus of theology, he thinks 
of supernatural theology which - just like natural theology - falls within the 
bounds of ectypal theology, and within that category it belongs to theologia 
nostra or theologia viatorum. As will become clear, Voetius defines supernatu- 
ral theology according to its genus as a practical science.!?? 

As early as in his Meditatie van de Ware Practijcke der Godtsalicheydt 
(1628), Voetius insists against Remonstrant objections to the contrary that the 
Christian religion is a “truth and teaching leading to godliness” (Titus 1:1), which 
is not based on pure speculation and is directed in all things to the “practice of 
piety.” Exercise and knowledge are joined together by God himself and may not 
be separated from each other.?? In his Catechisatie over den Heidelbergschen 
Catechismus (1653) Voetius defines common supernatural theology as 


137 See on this, Voetius, Meditatie van de Ware Practijcke der Godtsalicheydt; Catechisatie, 
52—54; Syllabus, A1v; SD 111, 1-59: “De theologia practica,” six parts, defended in February 
and March 1646 (for the most part translated into English by Beardslee, Reformed dogmat- 
ics, 265-316); Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 8-9. Cf. Geesink, Gereformeerde ethiek, 11, 
480-85; Graafland, “Voetius als reformeerd theoloog,” 19-21; Van 't Spijker, “Voetius practi- 
cus”; Van 't Spijker, “Gisbertus Voetius,’ 55-57; De Niet, “Inleiding,” xxiii-xxvii: “Voetius 
practicus” Cf. on Reformed orthodoxy as a whole Muller, PRRD, 1, 340-54 and Goudriaan, 
"Theologia practica,” on Voetius's colleague Johannes Hoornbeeck Hofmeyr, Johannes 
Hoornbeeck as polemikus, 48-51, and on Voetius's successor Van Mastricht Neele, Petrus 
van Mastricht, esp. 95-99. Among the five Aristotelian kinds of knowledge “ars,” "scientia," 
"prudentia," "sapientia," and "intellectus" (cf. Aristotle, Eth. Nic., V1, 3, 139b15-18) Voetius 
prefers "scientia" when it comes to characterizing theology. On Voetius's concept of “sci- 
entia," cf. Beck, "De verhouding van geloof en wetenschap,” 77-83. 

138 Voetius, Meditatie van de Ware Practijcke der Godtsalicheydt, 3a-3b: "De Christelicke 
Religie werdt ten rechten ghenoemt een Waerheyt / ende Leere die na de Godtsalicheyt is 
| Tit. 11. als de welcke in de bloote speculatie der waerheydt niet en rust / maer vande ware 
kennisse beginnende soo ist datse haer van daer voortset ende verheft tot de ware oeffe- 
ninghe des gheloofs / ende practijcke der Godsalicheyt / daerinne zy altijts eyndight; hier 
van comt het dat de selve niet alleenlick eene wijsheyt getituleert wert der alderhooghste 
verborghentheden van wegen de alderhoogste principien ofte gronden der betuyginge 
des Goddelijcken woorts / oock niet alleenlijck een seeckere ende vaste wetenschap / van 
wegen de overtuyginge des H. Geestes maer oock een Geestelijcke voorsichticheyt / dat is 
een faculteyt ontrent dinghen die in de practijcke moeten gebracht worden / Coloss. 1.9. 
gelijck oock Matt. 10.16. Welcke twee / kennisse ende practijcke naer de kennisse / van 
Godt te samen gevoegt zijn / op dat niemant hem selven bedriegende / die van malcan- 
deren scheyde / om soo alle beyde te quetsen ende te dooden (t’welck nochtans om dat 
de Vleeschelijcke / ende vermomde Christenen ghelijck in voortijden Judae vers. 4. alsoo 
oock nu ende altijts gepoocht hebben te doene) so ist dat de Mannen Gods groote neer- 
sticheit hebben aengewent om de Ware Godtsaligheydt als Gout ende Silver te bouwen 
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the knowledge and science of the divine which God communicates inter- 
nally through his Holy Spirit and externally through his Word and the 
servants of that Word to the human race, to his own glory and to the sal- 
vation of the human race.!?9 


"Saving theology" in turn is distinguished by illumination and especially by 
renewal or regeneration through the Holy Spirit, which always produces special 
faith and, consequently, the personal application of the Gospel promises.!4° 
As Voetius maintains against the Socinians and Remonstrants, the doctrines 
of the divine attributes, the Trinity, and the person of Christ all belong to the 
fundamental articles of faith.!*! Nevertheless, inasmuch as natural and saving 
theology is specific to believers, it does not consist only or even partly in pure 
cognition or pure knowledge, but is in its entirety directed to practice.!4? 

In the six-part disputation De theologia practica defended in 1646 and later 
included in volume three of the Selectae disputationes (1659), Voetius develops 
the definition of theology as practical theology more fully.^? As such it stands 
in contrast to dogmatics, the credenda, and is concentrated on moral theology 
(theologia moralis) as the doctrine of the facienda which in turn can be taken 
as a general term for ethics proper (explicatio decalogi), for ascetics (asce- 
tica), and for church polity (politica ecclesiastica).!^^ Understood in this way, 


ende te stichten op het ware gelove / door de liefde wercksaem te maken." Cf. Titus 11 
(NA28): “card... eniyvwow dAndelas cfc xov cùoéßerav”; Vulgata: “secundum ... agnitionem 
veritatis quae secundum pietatem est." Cf. De Reuver, “Inleiding tot Voetius’ Proeve,” 9-12. 

139 Catechisatie, 52: "De Goddelicke kennisse ende wetenschap die de Heere inwendigh door 
sijnen H. Geest, ende uytwendigh door sijn woort ende Dienaeren des selfs, tot sijnder 
eeuwiger glorie, ende des menschen saligheyt, den mensche mededeelt” As the Latin 
"scientia," the Dutch term “wetenschap” can mean both “knowledge” and “science.” 

140 Catechisatie, 53: “V. Welck is dan de salighmakende Theologie? A. Dewelcke geschiedt 
door verlichtinge, ende voornamentlick door herscheppinge, ofte door den geest der 
wedergeboorte, dewelcke altijt vergeselschapt is met het speciale geloove, ende particu- 
liere sekere toepassinge van de beloftenissen des Euangeliums.” 

141 Catechisatie, 53: “V. Zijn de leeringen van alle de Goddelicke eygenschappen, van de 
Dry-eenigheyt, van de persoone Christi, fondamenteele arijckelen? A. Ja. V. Wie looche- 
nen sulcks? Socinus en de Remonstranten.” 

142 Catechisatie, 53: "V. Is deze boven-natuerlicke ende salighmakende Theologie gelegen in 
de pure kennisse ende wetenschap, of in de practijcke, ofte ten deele in de kennisse ende 
wetenschap, ende ten deele in de practijcke? A. Indien ghy de Theologie der Christenen 
in haer selven, ende haer eygen eynde aenmerckt, soo bestaet deselve in de practijck. 1 
Timoth. 6 vs. 3. De leere die na de Godtsaligheyt is. Titum 1 vs. 1. Ende de kennisse der 
waerheyt die na de Godtsaligheyt is.” 

143 See above, n. 137. 

144 SD 11, 2: “Notat [theologia practica] propriam atque uberiorem explicationem illius par- 
tis theologiae, quae parti priori, de fide seu de dogmatis fidei contra distinguitur. Quae 
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theologia practica includes the entire field of what Voetius treated in the third 
and fourth volumes of his Selectae disputationes (16591667), in TA AYKHTIKA 
sive Exercitia pietatis (1664), and in Politica ecclesiastica (1663-1676).^5 Willem 
van 't Spijker is correct to observe that Voetius in the disputation De theologia 
practica in fact lays out the *programme of the Nadere Reformatie within the 
world of the university"^6 As Voetius himself indicates, he here follows the 
repeated but fruitless admonitions of the Reformed church since the Synod of 
South Holland of 1619 for the establishment of a chair of practical theology in 
Leiden, and largely understands his own appointment in Utrecht in that way. 
William Perkins (1558-1602), the “Homer of English practical theologians,” is 
furthermore an important example for Voetius.!? Perkins, together with Ames, 
is an example of the way in which the study of practical theology in a narrow 
sense can go hand in hand with the study of scholastic (ie, academic) the- 
ology. Conversely, the exhortation to "test them all; hold on to what is good" 
(1 Thessalonians 5:21) does not stand in the way of practical theology.!*8 

In a wider sense the character of theologia viatorum is altogether practical 
since each of its parts is in the end to be treated practically, "that is, applied 
to the exercise of repentance, faith, hope, and love, or for the purposes of 


aliquando, theologia moralis, aliquando et synecdochice Casuistica dicitur. Eaque rursum 
aut late, aut stricte accipitur. Priori modo accepta complecitur omnes locos et titulos the- 
ologiae, exceptis solis illis qui ad fidem et credenda pertinent... Posterio modo accepta 
complecitur solam explicationem decalogi, seu theologiae moralis et casuum consicen- 
tiae ad singula decalogi praecepta, cum prolegomenis. Atque ita distinguuntur ab ea 
peculiares explicationes exercitiorum pietatis, quae nomine Ascetica veniunt, et Politica 
Ecclesiastica." If moral theology is considered in the narrower sense, Voetius's division 
of theology into credenda (dogmatics) and facienda (ethics) is reminiscent of Polanus, 
Syntagma Theologiae. Cf. on Voetius Rössler, Grundrif der praktischen Theologie, 7; Rohls, 
Geschichte der Ethik, 346—47. 

145 Cf. above, ch. 4.2.2-4. In TA AXKHTIKA, 12-14, Voetius mentions seven shades of mean- 
ing with respect to the theologia practica; cf. on this De Niet, “Inleiding, xxvi; Goudriaan, 
"Theologia practica,” 446—48. Cf. also above, ch. 4.2.3, n. 52. 

146 Van’t Spijker, “Gisbertus Voetius,’ 57. 

147 SD 111, 6-1, esp. 10-11; cf. Van 't Spijker, “Voetius practicus,” 242—44. SD III, 9-10, 24, CON- 
tains interesting reports about Voetius's teaching practice in Utrecht. 

148 SD 1, 29: "III. An studium et cognitio aliqua Theologiae Scholasticae consistere possit, 
cum studio Theologiae practicae: et an cognitio et delibatio illius cognitionem et studium 
istius non corrumpat atque intervertat? Resp[ondetur]. Afflirmatur] prius. N[egatur] 
post[erius]. Non magis quam accuratam practicae Theologiae explicationem interver- 
tit illud 1 Thess. 5. Omnia probate, quod bonum est tenete. Exempla sint duo praestantes 
Theologi practici Perkinsus et Amesius." Cf. as a in general sp 1, 12-29: "De theologia scho- 
lastica" (1640), and cf. Syllabus, Av. Cf. also sp 11, 430, 500, esp. 516: “Vera fides requirit et 
necessario includit explicitam veritatum seu articulorum cognitionem et certum assen- 
sum." On Perkins, see Lee, "Trinitarian Theology" 
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consolation or exhortation."4? Theology is therefore neither a theoretical 
or speculative discipline, nor is it mixed; rather, it is a genuinely practical 
discipline.5? In any case, the objections raised by Remonstrants and Roman 
Catholic theologians that the Reformed understand theology purely specu- 
latively are false.5! As Voetius explains by way of refutation, Reformed the- 
ologians do not limit themselves in ethical theology to the sterile moralistic 
principles of Plato, Aristotle, or Seneca, as the Remonstrants and Socinians 
tend to do.!52 

In his Diatriba de theologia (1647, 1668), Voetius treats the question of the- 
ology's theoretical or practical nature extensively.5? Here he not only runs 
counter to the view of the scholastics' commentaries on Aquinas's Summa 
theologiae (1, q. 1, a. 4) where theology is to be both practical and speculative, 
but also against the parallels they had drawn between God's speculative and 
practical knowledge and "our theology" (theologia nostra) which is said to be 
similar! Voetius counters that, aside from God himself, the object of theology 


149 SD II, 1: "Theologia practica late accepta: omnem Theologiam quaecunque secundum 
sacras literas aut ex iis traditur, sive in locis communibus, et catechezibus: quia omnis 
Theologia viatorum suo genere est disciplina practica, nec potest ulla ejus pars rite ac 
plene tractari, quae nos practice tractetur, hoc est, applicate ad praxin resipiscentiae, 
fidei, spei, caritatis; seu ad usum consolationis aut adhortationis.” 

150 Syllabus, A1v: “An Theologia sit theoretica, an practica, an mixta. Aff[irmatur] esse 
practicam." 

151 SD III, 3: "An reformati theologi versati sint in theologia practica, eamque tradant: an 
vero theologia eorum sit mere speculativa. Resp[ondetur]. Nos pr[ius]. afflirmamus] et 
post[erius] Neg[agmus] contra Remonstrantes et Pontificios: quorum illi calumniantur 
nostram theologiam esse mere speculativam.” 

152 SD IIl, 4: "Contra quam vacua sit ab omni praxi atque ad eandem inepta, theologia 
Remonstrantica et Sociniana, et quomodo illa tandem in mera moralia Platonis, Aristotelis, 
Theophrasti, Xenophontis, Senecae, Plutarchi, aliorumque, ut et Mahumetistarum, 
Judaeorum, desina, tract. illo cit. [= Voetius, Proeve vande Cracht der Godtsalicheyt], et 
nuperrime graviter ac erudite de eo monuit Abrah. Heidanus in Causa Dei c. Episcopium 
vernaculo sermone edita. Sed ubi in tanta libellorum Remonstranticorum turba, quibus 
Belgium impleverunt, comparent scripta practica? ubi theologia moralis? ubi casuum 
conscientiae explicatio? ubi justi commentarii in decalogum? Ubi exercitiorum pietatis 
umbra aut nomen? Ubi institutiones spirituales?" 

153 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 8-9, esp. 8: “VII. Probl. An sit [theologia] ex genere scien- 
tiarum Theoreticarum, an Practicarum?" 

154 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 8: “Resp[ondetur]. Nolim admodum repugnare sententiae 
Scolasticorum ad 1. qu. 1. art. 4. quod eminenter in se comprehendat rationem practici 
et speculativi. Sed non video satis solide ibidem hoc probari ex eo, quod Theologia Dei 
sit speculativa et practica, et nostra ejus sit exemplum. Ergo.” Cf. Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 1, 
a. 4, in corp.: "Unde, licet in scientiis philosophicis alia sit speculativa et alia practica, 
sacra tamen doctrina comprehendit sub ea utrumque; sicut et Deus eadem scientia se 
cognoscit, et ea quae facit. Magis tamen est speculativa, quam practica: quia principalius 
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also includes the worship of God, and that the exercise of “our theology" aims 
at our union with and enjoyment of God ( fruitio Dei), which is not the case 
with God's own theology.!°° Furthermore, he argues, it is not clear how it can 
be shown that theology is more speculative than practical. For that reason, 
Voetius would say that in a proper sense theology is *more, even entirely prac- 
tical" because it specifies an ultimate act. Its knowledge is therefore directed to 
an exercise or act, namely, the "exercise of repentance, faith, hope, love, com- 
fort in life and death." 56 Furthermore, theology should be treated according 
to the analytic method as is proper to the practical sciences, as has been done 
in the Heidelberg Catechism. The catechism of the Remonstrants, in contrast, 
just like the ethics of Francesco Piccolomini (1582-1651), follows a synthetic 
order and therefore treats the means before the goal.!5” Only when one follows 


agit de rebus divinis quam de actibus humanis; de quibus agit secundum quod per eos 
ordinatur homo ad perfectam Dei cognitionem, in qua beatitudo aeterna consistit.” Cf, 
for instance, Valencia, Commentariorum theologicorum tomi quatuor, 1, q, 1, punct. 3 (36- 
40). Voetius refers to the Italian commentator Girolamo de Medici (1569-1622), whose 
five-volume work Formalis explicatio Summae theologicae S. Thomae Aquinatis (161-1623) 
was found in his library; see Auction Catalogue 1 T 12?, 400. Cf. on Hieronymus Berger, 
Thomas von Aquins "Summa theologiae," 33—40. 

155 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 8: "Contra excipi posset, objectum theologiae Christianae 
non esse tantum Deum sed et Religionem ac cultum Dei tum naturalem tum institutum; 
divinae autem non esse talem cultum. Praeterea, omnem praxin nostrae Theologiae 
referri ad nostri unionem cum Deo, et Dei adeptionem ac fruitionem: divinam vero scien- 
tiam practicam non referri ad adeptionem Dei.” 

156 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 8-9: “Malim ergo dicere esse magis, immo esse absolute 
practicam, si accurate et proprie loqui velimus: Ultimus enim actus specificat. lam vero 
Theologia Christiana in hac vita … est practica, quia omnis ejus cognitio, et omne yvwotòv 
ex se et per se ad praxin ordinatur, et a cognitione incipiendo in praxi desinit, praxi scil. 
resipiscentiae, fidei, spei, caritatis, consolationis in vita et in morte.” Voetius bases his 
views on 1 Tim. 1[:6] and Tit. 1[3]. Cf. the first question and answer of the Heidelberg 
Catechism in Bakhuizen Van den Brink, Nederlandse belijdenisgeschriften, 154. Cf. in addi- 
tion Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 16-17, esp. 16: “Finem [Theologiae] huic [= beatitudini 
inchoatae] subordinatum, qui est proximus theologiae, [statuimus] fidem per caritatem 
efficacem, seu religionem, seu vitam religiosam, seu praxin pietatis." The highest goal is 
the glory of God, while eternal blessedness in heaven is immediately subordinated to it 
(ibid.). 

157 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 9: “Posset etiam addi, eam methodo analytica tractari: 
quod est proprium scientiae practicae. Et sic judiciose et docte nostra Catechesis: quid- 
quid Remonstrantes ex genio Theologiae suae, et ex contentione contra Catechesin nos- 
tram, ordinem hanc insua Catechesi invertant; fere eadem dexteritate, qua Piccolomineus 
ex contentione contra Zabarellam, suum in Gymnasio Pataviono collegam. Ethicam suam 
ordine synthetico conscripsit, media praemittendo, et finem ad finem … relegando.” 
Cf. on Piccolomini and Jacopo Zabarella (1533-1589) regarding this question Scattola, 
"Arnisaeus, Zabarella e Piccolomini,’ and see below, ch. 6.2. 
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Junius and Gomarus in applying the genus of theology to the theology of the 
saints would it be justified to characterize theology as being partly practical, 
partly speculative.!58 

Voetius thus clearly distances himself from the Thomist position according 
to which theology is a mixed discipline as a theoretical and practical science. In 
the late Middle Ages as well as in early modernism, the genus of theology was a 
matter of dispute especially between the Thomist and Scotist schools — in Juan 
de Rada's Controversiae theologicae inter S. Thomam et Scotum (Salamanca, 
1586), which Voetius is known to have consulted frequently, it constitutes 
the third controversy.5? Here we see a remarkable resemblance between 
the understanding of Voetius and of Scotus, both of whom saw theology as 
a purely practical science.!6? As opposed to a theoretical or speculative disci- 
pline which is pursued for its own sake, a practical discipline is directed to a 
higher goal and calls for an act of the will leading to an action corresponding 
to this goal.!€! To quote Scotus: 


158 Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 9: "Sed haec cum dxgpifeloc Evexa pro meo judicio libere 
communico, nolim quidquam detrahere summis Theologis Fr. Iunio, et Fr. Gomaro, qui 
cum Scolasticis hic sentiunt; et quorum posterior a Remonstrantibus eo nomine, sed 
immerito, vapular. Illi enim Theologiam definiunt et considerant et hujus et futurae vitae 
tanquam unam copulativam, nos autem cum Catechesi nostra respicimus solum theolo- 
giam viatorum." Cf. Junius, Tractatus de vera theologia (1594), cap. 7 (ed. Kuyper, 74-78); 
Gomarus, Disputationes theologicae, 1, Corollaria (Opera, 111, 3b-4a). 

159 Rada, Controversiae theologicae, I, contr. 3: "Utrum theologia sit practica" (34a—56b); Rada 
speaks about a "difficult controversy" (34b). Voetius owned a copy of this work (Auction 
Catalogue 11 T 49, 445) and used it frequently (see the index of names in the present 
work). Juan de Rada (ca. 1545-1608) was a Spanish Franciscan. I use the edition published 
by Ioannes Crithius (Cologne, 1620), which includes all four parts in 4 vols. and was prob- 
ably used by Voetius (cf. the corresponding page numbers in sp 1, 249 [read: 239]). 

160 SeeScotus, Lectura, prologus, p. 4, qq. 1-2, nn. 122-86 (ed. Vat., Xv1, 45-62) - Wolter, Duns 
Scotus on the Will and Morality, 126—43; Ordinatio, prologus, p. 5, qq. 1-2, nn. 217-366 (ed. 
Vat., 1, 151-237); O'Connor, "Die Notwendigkeit Gottes," 46-50; Wolter, Duns Scotus on the 
Will and Morality, 32-35; Honnefelder, Ens inquantum ens, 22—29; Krop, De status van de 
theologie volgens Johannes Duns Scotus, 81-98, 215-66; lammarrone, "La teologica come 
scienza pratica"; Móhle, Ethik als scientia practica, 13-157; Vos et al., DSDL, 25-27. Cross, 
Duns Scotus, 8-10, minimalizes the differences with Thomas's position. Cf. also Muller, 
PRRD, I, 328-354. 

161 Scotus here modifies Aristotle's distinction between theoretical and practical science, 
because for him praxis is "nicht jeglicher Akt des Handelns oder Herstellens, sondern 
nur der Akt eines vom Verstand verschiedenen Vermógens, der einem Akt des Verstandes 
folgt und der als solcher gewählt werden kann"; Honnefelder, Ens inquantum ens, 23; 
cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1, 2 (982a14-16); 11, 1 (993b20-21); Nicomachean Ethics, V1, 1 
(139211315). 
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CHAPTER 5 


The intellect perfected through the disposition (habitus) of theology 
comprehends God as someone to be loved and [this] in accordance with 
the rules from which practice can be derived. For that reason, the dispo- 
sition of theology is practical.16? 


The special practical principle “God is to be loved" or “God is to be worshiped 


in the right way" is what guides knowledge.!6? When Voetius like Scotus under- 


stands theology as a practical science, he may well depart from the mainstream 


of Reformed orthodoxy,!6* but he still stands in continuity with such figures 


as Martin Bucer (1491-1551) and Bartholomäus Keckermann (ca. 1571-1608).16° 


Voetius himself refers especially to Perkins and Ames.!66 Together with these 


English theologians, he can describe theology as a "discipline to live well and 


happily here and in eternity"67 This in turn places serious question marks 


behind the supposed contrast between Ames as a so-called Ramist voluntarist 


and Voetius as a supposedly Aristotelian intellectualist, as Wilhelm Goeters, 
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Scotus, Lectura, prologus, p. 4, qq. 1-2, n. 164 (ed. Vat., XVI, 54): "Sed intellectus, perfectus 
habitu theologiae, apprehendit Deum ut amandus et secundum regulas ex quibus potest 
elici praxis; ideo est habitus practicus.” Cf. Scotus, Ordinatio, prologus, p. 5, qq. 1-2, nn. 314 
and 332 (ed. Vat., 1, 207-8, 217). 

See on this in Voetius above, ch. 5.3.3. 

Contra Barth, Church Dogmatics, 1/1, 85 (KD 1/1, 87): “In the debate between Thomas 
Aquinas and Duns Scotus as to whether theology is a scientia speculativa or practica older 
Protestant dogmatics with increasing definiteness came down on the side of Duns Scotus.” 
Cf. Church Dogmatics, 1/1, 192-93 (KD 1/1, 199). C£, however, Muller, PRRD, I, 343-54. 
Bucer, In sacra quatuor Evangelia, In Joh. 14, Enarratio sectionis 1111 (753): "Vera Theologia, 
non theoretica vel speculativa, sed activa et practica est. Finis siquidem eius agere est, 
hoc est, vitam vivere deiformem.” Keckermann, Systema Theologiae, cap. 1 (2-3) "Et certe 
fides ipsa, quae est praecipua virtus Theologica, non est nuda notitia, sed fiducia potius 
residens in affectibus. Id ergo constitutum sit, Theologiam esse disciplinam operatricem, 
et quidem tantum: nam quod Thomas et alii Scholastici, mixtam quandam disciplinam 
esse volunt ex theoria et praxi, id pugnat primo cum unitate disciplinae theologicae... 
secundo pugnat cum ordine et dispositione theologici systematis" On Keckermann, 
Perkins, and Ames, cf. Muller, PRRD, I, 343-45. 

SD I, 29; III, 7, 10, 24. Cf. above, nn. 147 and 148. 

Voetius, Catechisatie, 53: “V. Kan dan dese Theologie bequamelick beschreven worden, 
datse is een discipline om wel en gelucksalighlick hier ende in eeuwigheyt te leven? A. Ja." 
Cf. Perkins, Armilla aurea, cap. 1 (Bir): “THEOLOGIA est scientia beate vivendi in aeter- 
num. Beata vita existit e cognitione Dei." Ames, Medulla s.s. theologiae, 1, cap. 1, n. 1 (1): 
"THEOLOGIA est doctrina Deo vivendi"; n. 8 (2-3): "Rectius igitur definitur Theologia 
per vitam illam bonam, qua Deo vivmus, quam per beatam, qua nobis vivimus: sicut ab 
Apostolo per synecdochen vocatur doctrina quae est secundum pietatem, 1. Tim. 6. 3.” Cf. 
Muller, PRRD, I, 345. 
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Karl Reuter, and others had depicted them.!6$ Just like Johannes Hoornbeeck, 
Voetius showed himself to be a theologian of the Nadere Reformatie also in his 
understanding of the concept of theology.!69 


5.5 Summary 


Voetius understands theology generally as the knowledge and science of/with 
respect to God. Since God knows himself, he is in this sense also a “theologian.” 
The theology of God is the ultimate paradigm of the theology of his creatures, 
which in turn is its reflection. With Junius, Voetius distinguishes between an 
archetypal and an ectypal theology. Ectypal theology includes the theology 
of Christ, as well the theology of the saints and pilgrims mediated through 
it. Voetius like Scotus also calls the theology of the pilgrims theologia nostra, 
which he further subdivides into natural and supernatural theology. 

For Voetius natural theology is, objectively considered, also revealed the- 
ology. In an objective sense it includes those truths revealed by God which 
in principle are or could be known without supernatural revelation. As such, 
natural theology is in terms of its contents a part of supernatural theology, 
where Scripture offers a quantitative and qualitative epistemological advan- 
tage. However, when it comes to their relationship to the knowing subject, nat- 
ural and supernatural theology can diverge. For unbelievers who are referred 
to natural revelation, natural theology which has no soteriological prospect is 
thus the limit. 

Since natural theology objectively considered is not only a part of super- 
natural theology but also a part of the objectively considered philosophy, it 
represents the point of intersection between theology and philosophy. This 
binding factor, rooted in divine revelation, furthermore avoids a separation 
between theology and philosophy, and between faith and reason. Voetius here 
stands in the broad and classic fides quaerens intellectum-tradition. This rela- 
tionship also means that natural theology does not constitute a “sub-structure” 


168 Thus also Graafland, “Voetius als gereformeerd theoloog,” 21; cf. Goeters, Die Vorbereitung 
des Pietismus, 69—74, 82-84, esp. 82, where Goeters characterizes the positions of the two 
theologians as “fundamentally different" Cf. Reuter, Wilhelm Amesius, 32-33, 34-40, 45, 
62-64, but see now Yagi, A Gift from England, 126—38. 

169 Thus also Muller PRRD, 1, 345. Cf. Hoornbeeck, Theologiae practicae partes duae, 1, 
lib. 1, cap. 2 (34) "Qualis autem notitia nostra esse debeat, vel ex eo patet, quod Theologiae 
dicimus esse practicae." Like Voetius, Hoornbeeck also distinguishes between practical 
theology in a narrower and a wider sense; cf. on this Hofmeyr, Johannes Hoornbeeck as 
polemikus, 48-50. 
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for supernatural theology which must first be attained before one can turn to 
actual theology. Only if the noetic and the ontic dimensions are confused can 
natural theology or philosophy risk becoming praeambula fidei. 

Natural theology or natural knowledge of God can be either innate or 
implanted, or else acquired. Voetius considers this distinction to be very 
important since both Socinians and Remonstrants deny the theologia natura- 
lis innata seu insita seu congenita. The theologia naturalis innata belongs to the 
so-called second operation of the intellect, so that it is axiomatic and propo- 
sitional rather than discursive; for that reason, it does not entail demonstra- 
bility. It is not sensual, but all the same it requires the impulse of the senses 
in an occasionalist sense. In terms of its content, it consists in a disposition of 
general theoretical and practical principles which are comprehended by sim- 
ple contemplation without discourse or demonstration. This does not mean, 
however, that in Voetius's conception the knowledge of God is determined 
by the doctrine of the principles. Rather, he proceeds from the self-evidence 
of the proposition “God exists" and thereby appropriates the ratio Anselmi. 
Consequently, he denies that it is possible for someone to deny God specula- 
tively while that person's conscience is at rest. Acquired natural knowledge of 
God (theologia naturalis acquisita) — which in Voetius's time was not subject 
to controversy — is the actual acquired knowledge of God on the basis of sense 
experience of creation and with the discursive activity of the intellect. Aside 
from the ratio Anselmi, the other classical arguments for the existence of God 
do have a place at this point, but Voetius applies them primarily for apologeti- 
cal grounds rather than out of an internal theological necessity. 

Voetius defines the genus and character of supernatural theology as a prac- 
tical science. The Christian religion is as a whole directed to the practice of 
piety. In a narrower sense, practical theology comprehends moral theology (see 
Selectae Dispuationes, 11—111), ascetics (see TA AZKHTIKA sive Exercitia pieta- 
tis), and church polity (see Politica ecclesiastica). In a broader sense, theologia 
viatorum is as a whole genuinely practical theology. Here Voetius distances 
himself from Aquinas who had characterized theology as a partly speculative 
and partly practical discipline, and in remarkable continuity with Duns Scotus 
he defines theology as a purely practical discipline. Theology is not its own 
goal, but is directed to a higher goal which requires a corresponding act of the 
human will. Together with Perkins and Ames, Voetius understands theology as 
a "discipline to live well and happily here and in eternity" It is thus difficult to 
accuse Voetius of promoting an intellectualist theology. 


CHAPTER 6 


Communion with God as the Horizon for Theology 


6.1 Introduction 


This sixth and short chapter further develops Voetius’s understanding of theol- 
ogy as a practical discipline. For him, communion with God as the ultimate 
goal of life functions as the horizon for theology (chapter 6.2). This makes his 
view incompatible with the early modern “two-level theory” prevalent espe- 
cially in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries separating nature and grace 
into a sub-structure and a super-structure, where the latter is built on the for- 
mer and posits another natural goal of life (chapter 6.3). Finally, before we turn 
to the doctrine of God in part three, we will briefly consider Voetius’s view of 
the relationship between Scripture and reason (chapter 6.4). 


6.2 Communion with God as the Ultimate Goal of Life 


A remarkable feature of Voetius’s dogmatics, whose structure he outlines in 
the Syllabus problematum, is that the chapter on theology is not immediately 
followed by the doctrine of Scripture but is preceded by an entire chapter “on 
the greatest good or happines” (“De Summo Bono seu Beatitudine”).! Within 
Reformed orthodox dogmatics at least, this represents an exception.” Because 
the chapter on the greatest good precedes even Scripture as the principle of 
knowledge (principium cognoscendi) and God as the principle of being (prin- 
cipium essendi), from a formal perspective all that follows the prolegomena 
is subsumed under the theme of happiness, not under the divine decrees or 
something else. Against the background of the method of Jacopo Zabarella 
(1533-1589, professor of philosophy at Padua), whose thought as mediated by 


1 Syllabus, A2r-Aar. 

2 Sucha locus is found neither in the Disputationes theologicae of Gomarus, nor in the Loci of 
Junius or Walaeus, the Leiden Synopsis purioris, the Loci of Maresius or Wendelin, or later in 
the Institutio of Turretin or the Compendium of Van Rijssen. Only in the Enchiridion religionis 
reformatae of Walaeus is there an equivalent. There, Walaeus first treats “De Theologia" and 
"De Sacra Scriptura" before he elaborates on the proper loci according to the method of the 
Heidelberg Catechism, that is, according to the analytic method or model. This elaboration 
begins with "De Summo Bono hominis Christiani"; see Walaeus, Enchiridion religionis refor- 
matae, cap. 4 (fol. 7). 
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Zanchi and Keckermann was of great influence on the early modern Protestant 
doctrine of the principia, it becomes evident that Voetius has introduced a key 
analytic element in a dogmatics that is otherwise entirely synthetic. In con- 
trast to the synthetic or compositive method, which begins with the matter 
under investigation and progresses from its principles to the effects, the ana- 
lytic or resolutive method goes in the opposite direction and begins with the 
goal ( finis) so as to work back through the means to the principles and causes.? 
Since Voetius takes his point of departure in God as the summum bonum under- 
stood as the ultimate goal of life and then applies the synthetic method for 
what follows, his dogmatics — at least in the Syllabus — is placed in the context 
of happiness. It furthermore hardly seems to be a coincidence that this agrees 
entirely with Voetius's characterization of theology as a practical science. As 
we have seen, he understood theology as a "discipline to live well and happily 
here and in eternity.”* It is worth pointing out, however, that Voetius does not 
limit his conception of theology as a scientia practica to the ethical-practical 
level in a Zabarellian or Aristotelian sense, nor does he like Keckermann 
bind himself exclusively to the analytic method. Rather, Voetius like Duns 
Scotus understands all theology, in spite of the particular content and char- 
acter each part has, as belonging to a practical science — even the ontological 
issues — in which he is especially concerned about humanity's final orientation 
towards God.5 


3 Cf Weber Die philosophische Scholastik, 20—50; Althaus, Prinzipien der deutschen reformi- 
erten Dogmatik, 40-67; Hartvelt, Over de Methode der Dogmatiek; Gründler, Die Gotteslehre 
Girolami Zanchis, 28-34; Pannenberg, Wissenschaftstheorie, 234-38; Sparn, Wiederkehr der 
Metaphysik, 30-31; Neuser, "Dogma und Bekenntnis in der Reformation,” esp. 324-27; Lohr, 
Metaphysics, esp. 630-31; De Jong, “Galileo Galilei's Logical Treatises.” None of the literature 
mentioned here explicitly points out that Zabarella's synthetic method is used only in a 
modified form by those Protestant Orthodox dogmaticians who followed it. While accord- 
ing to Zabarella conclusions are supposed to be deduced out of first principles, the theolo- 
gians in no way derived the later /oci (for instance, soteriology) from those treated earlier (for 
instance the doctrine of God or of the decrees). After all, how should they have been able to 
do so given that the doctrine of the decrees does not address what God decided in particular, 
but only that and in what sense God's decrees encompass created reality. In fact, the theo- 
logical application of the synthetic method basically concerns only the order of the loci to be 
discussed and not the way in which the content is obtained. Cf. also Muller, PRRD, 1, 184-89; 
Muller, After Calvin, 95. 

4 Seeabove, ch. 5.4. 

5 Pannenberg, Wissenschaftstheorie, 230-40, rightly distinguishes on the one hand between 
the scientia practica in its wider sense (Scotus, Ockham) and in its narrower sense (Aristotle, 
Zabarella) and on the other hand between the concept of theology of a scientia practica (in 
the wider sense) and the application of the analytic method. Only against the background 
of these distinctions Paul Althaus's rejection of Hans Emil Weber's judgment appears to be 
fully justified (Althaus, Prinzipien der deutschen reformierten Dogmatik, 55-62). Weber had 
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Although the chapter in the Syllabus “on the greatest good or happiness" is 
relatively thorough, it poses difficulties for the reconstruction of Voetius's view 
since he in this work answers most questions with a qualified “yes” or “no,” 
yet without further explaining that qualification. The Syllabus can be comple- 
mented, however, with four disputations in which Voetius gives an exegeti- 
cal and systematic treatment of two relevant articles from Aquinas's Summa 
theologiae." These sources further witness of the importance which this theme 
had for Voetius. 

In what does the greatest good or happiness consist? Voetius gives an 
unequivocal answer: humanity's final bliss or formal happiness consists "in the 
clear vision of God which we call ‘beatific vision."? The notion of “visio” is not 
to be understood in a visual-intellectualist way; in scholastic terminology it had 
a wide range of meaning and could refer to intuitive communion. According to 
Voetius, therefore, the final goal and purpose of human life can only consist in 
communion with God. There is no other way for the ultimate human need to 
be satisfied. The greatest good thus cannot consist "in the disposition of moral 


claimed that the fact that the analytic method introduced by Keckermann met with little 
response precisely among Reformed theologians is indicative of an insufficient appreciation 
of the practical character of theology among Reformed — as opposed to Lutheran — dogma- 
ticians. (Weber, Schulphilosophie, 38-50). Indeed, the suspicion raised already by Althaus, 
namely that Weber's understanding of the ethical-practical concept of theology is indebted 
to the post-Kantian theology of Albrecht Ritschl, can only be confirmed (Althaus, Prinzipien 
der deutschen reformierten Dogmatik, 58-62). Cf. in general also Muller, PRRD, I, 340—54. 

6 In order to avoid speculation, the following account is based exclusively on questions that 
are answered without qualification. On Voetius's Syllabus problematicum, see above, ch. 4.3. 

7 SD 11, 193-1203: "Exercitatio ad Thomae Part. I. Qu. XII. art. I de visione Dei per essentiam, 
pars prior”; II, 1203-17: "Idem, pars posterior”; 11, 1217-28: "Exercitatio ad Thomae 1.11. Q. III. 
Art. IV. de beatitudinis subjecto et actu formali"; 11, 1228-39: "Idem, pars posterior" See Beck, 
"Voetius on the Subject and Formal Act of Happiness," and cf. on Aquinas Leget, Living with 
God. The fact that these disputations were not also placed before the doctrine of Scripture 
within the five volumes of the sp does not suggest that Voetius had a deviating structure for 
his dogmatics in mind. After all, we are dealing with a collection of occasional disputations 
here. Moreover, only the first, in itself incomplete disputation was written before the first 
volume was published. 

8 Syllabus, A2r: "An ultima hominis felicitas seu beatitudo formalis consistat in clara Dei 
visione, quam visionem beatificam appellamus. Aff[irmatur]" Cf. also Voetius, Diatribae 
de theologia, 16-17, esp. 16: “XVI. Probl. An finis Theologiae recte dicatur vita aeterna? 
Resp[ondetur]. Affir[ matur]. Quamvis nolimus negare distingui posse notionem finis, et pro 
ejus varitetate varie hic pronunciari posse. Finem operantis hoc est, varium usum aut abusum 
Theologiae pro varietate ingeniorum hic non consideramus... Finem operis, ultimum statui- 
mus gloriam Dei 1. Corinth. 10.31. Finem proxime illi subordinatum, aeternam beatitudinem 
in coelo 1. Petr. 1.9. Finem huic subordinatum, beatitudinem inchoatam, in hac vita.... Finem 
huic subordinatum, qui est proximus theologiae, fidem per caritatem efficacem, seu religio- 
nem, seu vitam religiosam, seu praxin pietatis." 
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virtues," as Voetius posits against unbelievers and proponents of a naturalist 
worldview, but also not in the acts produced by such moral virtues.? Here he 
may have been thinking particularly of the Italian neo-Averroists whom he 
elsewhere accuses of indirect atheism.!? Life's purpose also does not consist 
in riches, honour, and fame. Human life, at least in regards to its intention, is 
directed to a final, ultimate goal. For that reason, human acts are teleologically 
structured. But in the end there can only be one such ultimate goal." All of 
human life is encompassed at once by a vertical dimension and by an escha- 
tological finality. It should be noted that this teleological orientation towards 
God is not a part of humanity's creation as such, but results from man's cre- 
ation after the imago Dei. Voetius argues that the ability to teleological action 
is rooted as an essential attribute in those beings who have been endowed with 
reason, so that such action does not belong to animals but to the human race 
as the imago Dei (in the widest sense). 

It is important to recall that this essential final orientation of humanity 
towards God does not by itself imply that the proper goal to which it is directed 
will also be attained. Rather, the will must be “right” as it had indeed been 
in humanity's original state of integrity (status integritatis), although the will 
has since been turned against God as a result of the Fall. There are thus no 
"natural" (in the sense of abstract, without any connection to a concrete situa- 
tion) powers by virtue of which humankind can reach happiness by the way of 
nature (per sua naturalia)? However, it does not follow that the vision of God 


9 Syllabus, A2r: “An summum bonum in habitu virtutum moralium sit collocatum. 
N[egatur] c[ontra] Achristianos, Naturales etc. An summum bonum in actione proba 
consistat, seu actibus virtutum moralium. Neg[atur]." 

10 — CfsD1,198 (Pomponazzi), 206 (Cremonini), 209-11, 784 (Pomponazzi),1144 (Pomponazzi). 
It is interesting to note that Voetius does not speak of “Gentiles” here. 

11 Syllabus, A2v (under the title: "Ultimus Finis hominis in communi”): “An sit aliquis 
finis ultimus humanae vitae. Aff[irmatur]. An homini conveniat agere propter finem. 
Alffirmatur].... An humanis actus accipiant speciem suam a fine? A[ffirmatur].... An 
homo ordinet omnia in ultimum finem. A[ffirmatur] cum D[istinctione]. An unius homi- 
nis possint esse plures ultimi fines. N[egatur]. An idem sit ultimus finis omnium homi- 
num. A[ffirmatur] cum D[istinctione].” 

12 In this widest sense the imago Dei is inalienable, as Voetius maintains against Maresius; cf. 
SD V, 593-600, esp. 598: "Si per imaginem proprie et divisim denotas subjectum imaginis 
divinae seu naturam illi substratam, hoc est, substantiam animae rationalis, cum facul- 
tatibus et proprietatibus essentialibus, aut eadem conjunctim cum donis, conceditur non 
debere omnimodam privationem inferri" These "facultates et proprietates essentiales" 
are above all "intelligere" and "velle" 

13 Syllabus, A2v: “An homo per sua naturalia possit acquirere beatitudinem. Neg[atur] 
c[ontra] Gentiles, Pelagianos.”; Agr: “An ad beatitudinem requiratur rectitudo voluntatis. 
A[ffirmatur]." Cf. in addition Z4v-Aasv. 
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is not per se the conscious or unconscious goal of human life. The goal proper 
to a human being is not constituted by how he or she obtains something, and 
even less by the actual attainment of something. Even a goal that has been 
missed remains a goal in an objective sense.“ The goal of vision of God is so 
rooted in humanity that the attainment of this goal in the end fulfils all true 
human desire.!? 

Objectively happiness consists in God alone, that is, it has God as its object 
andis therefore directed to and finds its fulfilment in him.!6 But does this mean 
that God can be known immediately according to his essence, as Thomas, 
most of the "scholastics and Walaeus taught?!” Voetius is not convinced by 
Aquinas's arguments and preferred to leave the question to "learned ignorance" 
(docta ignorantia), especially since a positive answer would lead to the specu- 
lative assertion that the saints can see all things in the mirror of the Trinity. 

Voetius likewise distances himself from Aquinas when he formally locates 
happiness. While they are agreed in seeing happiness in a formal sense as an 
intramental creaturely act (operatio), there is a difference as to where they 
locate that act. Is it an act of the intellect (as Aquinas holds), of the will (as 
Scotus argued), or of both faculties? Interestingly, Voetius developed in his 
thinking on this question as he himself reports on several occasions.!? While 
he in his 1643 Syllabus was still inclined to the intellectualist Thomist position, 
at the very latest in 1653 he clearly tends to a more voluntarist, Scotist view.?0 


14 Obviously, Voetius does not see any tension with his supralapsarian doctrine of election. 
Moreover, he explicitly denies “that God creates and makes humans for condemnation as 
their proper goal"; see Catechisatie, 156. 

15 Syllabus, Agv: "Qualiter in illa ultima felicitate omne desiderium hominis completur, et 
quietatur. E[xplicatur].” When Voetius answers a question with "explicatur, whatever is 
to be explained as to its nature is always presupposed as true. This is evident from a com- 
parison of the questions answered in this way with the respective explanations given in 
SD V. Unfortunately, none of the questions treated in this chapter are explained there. 

16 Syllabus, A2v: "An beatitudo objectiva consistat in solo Deo. A[ffirmatur]." 

17 Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 12, a. 1; Walaeus in Polyander et al., Synopsis, disp. 52. By "scholastici" 
Voetius in sp 11, 1198-200 understands the Roman-Catholic scholastics of the eleventh to 
the seventeenth century. 

18 Voetius extensively discusses this question in the two parts of his "Exercitatio ad Thomae 
Part. I. Qu. XII. art. I de visione Dei per essentiam," SD II, 1193-1217 (see esp. 1198 and 
1213-17). The second part is at once a defence against Maresius who criticized Voetius's 
negative answer in the Syllabus. 

19 Cf. SD 11, 1220, 1225; V, 226-29; cf. also v, 224. 

20 Cf. Syllabus, A2v-Aar with the two-part "Exercitatio ad Thomae L.II. Q. IIT. Art. IV. de 
beatitudinis subjecto et actu formali" (sp 11, 1217-40); cf. also sp v, 226-27. In addition to 
other reasons, this development also militates against the one-sided characterization of 
Voetius's theology as "intellectualist" commonly found in secondary literature; cf. above, 
ch. 5.4. 
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Together with the Franciscans, Voetius formally locates happiness either in 
both of the faculties or else in the will alone, since “love, not knowledge, is the 
noblest act of an intellectual nature"?! What Voetius misses in Aquinas is the 
enforcement of "the love of friendship or enjoyment with which the will finds 
rest in God as the greatest good.”?? This absence led to errors in later Thomism, 
including a theoretical concept of theology, a purely speculative beatific vision, 
and to such erroneous claims as that de potentia absoluta a visio beatifica with- 
out love and peace is possible in misery and sorrow.?3 


6.3 Voetius and the "Two-Level Theory" 


Theology's orientation towards communion with God as the ultimate goal 
of life suggests that Voetius's view of theology is not in line with the sixteenth- 
and seventeenth-century Counter-Reformation "two-level theory" Given 
Voetius's constant interaction with Roman Catholic theologians from baroque 
scholasticism, it is helpful to consider more carefully how his theology relates 
to the “two-level theory" It is furthermore possible that a connection exists 
between this theory and the attempt by Cartesianism (which Voetius coun- 
tered) to separate reason and philosophy from faith and theology.?* 


21 SD II, 1230. In this disputation, Voetius sympathizes with Richard of Mediavilla (1249- 
1307), Bonaventure, and Scotus (Sent. Iv, dist. 49) and distances himself from the 
Thomists Jean Capreolus (1380-1444), Cajetan, Gregory of Valencia (1549-1603) and 
Martinus Becanus (1563-1624); see Beck, "Voetius on the Subject and Formal Act of 
Happiness." On the importance of the difference between the Thomistic and the Scotist 
position, see Hoeres, Der Wille, 297—311 and 220-40. 

22 SD 11,1220:“Datur enim tertium, amor amicitiae seu fruitio, qua quietatur voluntas in Deo 
tanquam summo bono.” 

23 Cf. SD I1, 1231: "Quia, cum viderem rationes pro sententia Thomae assensum non cogere 
nec esse irrefragabiles, imo rationes quasdam Scoti magis in oppositum inclinare, cal- 
cuo subducto putabam tutius a Thomae sententia abstinendum, ne sine necessitate per 
Thomisticam opinionem vel minima occasio daretur disputationes de vitae contempla- 
tivae praestantia, de theologia theoretica etc. fulciendi” sp II, 1234: “Cruda et absurda 
quae responsiones Thomistarum secum trahunt, et ipsi coguntur admittere, sunt ista: 
Visionem beatificam per absolutam Dei potentiam posse conservari sine amore et gau- 
dio. Miseriam et tristitiam non repugnare beatitudini simpliciter, sed secundum statum 
ipsius connaturalem.” Voetius admits, however, that these errors by no means follow nec- 
essarily from the sententia of Thomas. Moreover, he emphasizes repeatedly that Scripture 
and confession make none of the three positions binding. Therefore, it is little surprise 
that hardly any Reformed theologian ever dealt with this question; cf. 11, 1237. 

24 See above, ch. 2, esp. 2.6. 
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Briefly stated, the “two-level theory" posits a dualism between nature and 
grace according to which nature establishes an autonomous structure as a 
kind of basis that is enclosed within itself and accessible to reason, to which 
the superadded gift (donum superadditum) of grace may be added. The lower 
sub-structure has its own, immanent finality which can achieve fulfilment in 
a natural happiness that has been attained independently, and which has no 
organic bond with the supernatural orientation to the God of grace where the 
superadded gift appears.?» Such a separation between nature and grace also 
tends towards a separation between theology and philosophy.?® 

The typical representatives of this theory, who stand in partial continu- 
ity with Gabriel Biel (1410-1495) and Albert Pighius (1490-1542), include the 
leading Aquinas commentator Thomas de Vio (= Cajetan, 1469-1534), as well 
as Luis de Molina (1536-1600), Francis Suárez (1548-1617), and João Poinsot 
(= Johannes a Sancto Thoma, 1589-1544). Their reading of Aquinas set the pat- 
tern for the early modern interpretation which continued to be advocated well 
into the twentieth century, when it became subject to significant criticism.?7 
The roots of the view that maintains nature's autonomy actually go back to the 
classical age; this position underwent a first revival in thirteenth-century Latin 
Averroism, and — notwithstanding ecclesiastical censure (in 1270 and 1277) - a 
second time in the Avicennist and Averroist naturalism of the Renaissance and 
humanism. An important centre for this was formed by Upper Italy, especially 
Padua, where Cajetan was educated.28 

Aquinas himself, however, as well as the majority of medieval scholastics 
(especially the Franciscans), instead stood in continuity with patristic thought, 
and in particular with Augustine.?? As such, it is legitimate to speak of an 
Augustinian-medieval model according to which nature does not form an 
autonomous sphere, but is marked by a finality surpassing it which can only 
attain its goal through God's supernatural grace. As an aside, we should note 
that the idea of natural finality which cannot realize itself of itself is *paradoxi- 
cal and impossible" in terms of Aristotle's entelechy.2° 


25 Cf. Veldhuis, Ein versiegeltes Buch, 21-23; Figura, Der Anruf der Gnade, 137—211; Walgrave, 
Geloof en theologie in de crisis, 137—47. 

26 Cf. Figura, Der Anruf der Gnade, 167-68. 

27 See Wissink, De inzet van de theologie, 306-27, 365-88, and cf. de Lubac, Augustinisme et 
théologie moderne; Walgrave, Geloof en theologie in de crisis; Figura, Der Anruf der Gnade; 
Pesch, Thomas von Aquin. 

28 Cf. de Lubac, Augustinisme et théologie moderne, 256-57; Lohr, “Metaphysics,” 504-12. 
Strictly speaking, the Latin Averroists are better called consequent Aristotelians; see 
Leppin, Theologie im Mittelalter, 18-27. 

29 See the literature mentioned in n. 27. 

30 This is accurately pointed out by Veldhuis, Ein versiegeltes Buch, 18. 
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The anthropological consequence of the Augustinian-medieval model 
means that man has an inalienable natural "desire" (desiderium naturale) 
for communion with God, understood in such a way that humanity may not 
become aware of that need until a concrete situation presents itself where it 
is met and fulfilled. Ontologically, therefore, man is oriented towards commu- 
nion with God and is capax Dei. This is an essential attribute in an ontologi- 
cal sense, which neither depends on nor presupposes noetic consciousness.?! 
Furthermore, this model implies a harmonious relationship between theology 
and philosophy according to the Anselmian adage that faith seeks understand- 
ing ( fides quaerens intellectum). 

In what follows, we will consider whether Voetius's thought is more in line 
with the Augustinian-medieval model, or whether it is more consistent with 
the “two-level theory" It is important to realize that it can be quite difficult to 
position particular theologians in one of these models, with the result that cat- 
egorizations are frequently debated and cannot be held unequivocally. This is 
especially true for such Reformers as Luther and Calvin, although Walgrave has 
provided good arguments for including them under the Augustinian-medieval 
model.?? Most decisive is the Reformed rejection of natural autonomy, in 
respect of which the Reformers are undoubtedly closer to Augustine than the 
proponents of the "two-level theory." On the other hand, the heavy emphasis 
which both Luther and Calvin (as well as many other Reformers) placed on 
humankind's radical sinfulness appears to leave hardly any room for a desid- 
erium naturale that is directed towards God, nor for philosophy's place as the 
handmaid for theology? Of course, the radicalization of human sinfulness 
was motivated precisely by the recognition of the need for grace, which in its 
turn stands in opposition to the “two-level theory." 

In order to locate Voetius's place in one of these models, the following three 
criteria will be applied on the basis of the above description: 


31 Here, “essential attribute" is used with its technical meaning: An attribute or property P 
is essential for a bearer a, if a cannot exist without P. The attribute is accidental if a can 
exist without P. "Nature" refers to the sum of all essential definitional attributes. 

32 Cf. Walgrave, Geloof en theologie in de crisis, 148-58. Walgrave also counts the “heterodox” 
Augustinianism of Baius and Jansenius among this model, whereas De Lubac because of 
their condemnation characterizes both as almost paradigmatic proponents of the “two- 
level-theory”; cf. Figura, Der Anruf der Gnade, 179-93. Arminius, too, cannot be placed 
unequivocally; cf. Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 149—54. 

33 From this ambivalence alone it cannot be inferred that the Reformers advocated an 
inconsistent position. Both models do not aim at demarcating positions which are con- 
sistent in themselves, but are formed for heuristic purposes. On Luther, cf. Dieter, Der 
junge Luther und Aristoteles, 431-631; Frank, Die Vernunft des Gottesgedankens, 25-51. 
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1 Does Voetius hold there to be a “natural” goal or a goal in the field of “pure 
nature" in which humanity finds its fulfilment? 

2. Is humankind oriented towards God with essential finality? 

3. Is there a strict separation between theology and philosophy?* 


I» 


The first question is based on the “two-level theory's" understanding of “nature,” 
which is to be distinguished from the Augustinian-medieval concept. For the 
former, “nature” is understood as a neutral-abstract and self-enclosed sphere, 
within which humanity can come to fulfilment autonomously and indepen- 
dently of God, without God serving as the goal of his “happiness.” In light of 
the previous section, this question can be answered with an unequivocal “no” 
in the case of Voetius.?5 Likewise suggestive is Voetius's rejection of the thesis 
that man was first created "in puris naturalibus" without a gift of grace.3® 

The second question is more difficult to answer, since the Syllabus prob- 
lematum theologicorum contains no explicit and unqualified response? 


34 Cf. the similar criteria in Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 149-54. 

35 Cf. especially nn. 8, 9, 13, 15, and 16. 

36 Cf. Voetius, Syllabus, Zav: “An homo fuerit creatus in puris naturalibus? N[egatur] c[ontra] 
Pontific[ios].’; Aazr: “An justitia originalis in primo homine fuerit naturalis conditio an 
vero tantum supernaturale donum? A[ffirmatur] pr[ius]. An Adamo naturaliter creato 
supperaddita sit imago Dei? N[egatur].’; sp 1, 961: "Nos rejecta falsa hypothesi de primo 
instanti aevi seu morula angelorum, qua illi fuerint absque gratia in puris naturalibus, 
ut [scholastici] vocant, cum Thoma ... statuimus [Deum] posse creaturam fieri impec- 
cabilem per gratiam unionis, aut per claram Dei visionem, aut per peculiarem quandam 
assistentiam seu confirmationem." sp v, 269—70: "Probl. An [angelus] cum gratia acceperit 
fidem supernaturalem? D[istinguitur]. Resp[ondetur]. Relicta Scholasticis hypothesi illa, 
de hominibus et angelis creatis in puris naturalibus, et de gratia postmodum superaddita 
tanquam freno: de fide in Deum tanquam primam veritatem, Creatorem et Benefactorem 
suum, concedimus.” sD I, 917: "Defecerunt [daemones] a statu integritatis in quo conditi 
erant: quem statum non tantum constituimus in puris naturalibus … sed in gratia imagi- 
nis divinae, quae et naturalis et supernaturalis diverso respectu dici potest, quomodo 
Theologi nostri contra Pontificios de imagine Dei in Adamo determinant" Cf. also v, 521 
(against Heereboord) and especially 1, 1088 (with Lutherans, Bonaventure, and Thomas 
against the "recentiores Pontificios"). As a matter of fact, for proponents of a nature-grace 
dualism, creation “in puris naturalibus" and the related “status purae naturae" are only a 
hypothetical possibility. Thus here again Voetius presents the position of these “scholas- 
tici" in an unnuanced way; cf. de Lubac, Augustinisme et théologie moderne; cf. also Figura, 
Der Anruf der Gnade, 164—65. However, this inaccuracy seems to boil down to a rejection 
of such speculations rather than the attempt to keep open the possibility of an abstract 
"status purae naturae.” 

37 To be sure, we read in the Syllabus, Agv: “An homo habeat naturalem appetitum inna- 
tum ad beatitudinem sive visionem beatificam. N[egatur] cum D[istinctione].” Yet, the 
distinction seems to be decisive here and probably refers to the meaning of the term 
"naturalis": If the term refers to the Baroque scholastic understanding of nature spring- 
ing from the "two-level-theory," the question has to be answered in the negative. Not so, 
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In other places the question is left open as well.?® In a different context, how- 
ever, we find Voetius making the following interesting statement: 


Every intellectual being or every mind has right reason and a will, and 
consequently it is by nature oriented towards the first and greatest right 
reason and will, that is, to God. And since it is subject to God in this way, 
it is capable (capax) of eternal happiness or misery.?? 


This quotation leads directly to a positive answer to the question under consid- 
eration. If “by nature" is understood in a technical sense, the essential capacity 
or “conceivability” for happiness and the possibility that it is not attained (i.e., 
eternal misery) are — in an entirely un-Aristotelian way^? — consistently kept 
together.*! That the word “nature” here is indeed to be understood in a strict 


however, if the term derives its meaning from the medieval Augustinian tradition (cf. also 
the following footnotes). Therefore, Voetius can write (ibid.): An homo possit consequi 
beatitudinem. A[ffirmatur]." 

38 Cf. sp 11, 197: “111. Hypothes|is]. Dei visionem beatificam non haberi viribus naturae, sed 
per lumen gloriae, per quod intellectus elevetur. Sic communiter Scholastici ad t. quaest. 12. 
artic. 5. Tenet tamen contrarium Durandus et disputant Scotistae cum suae praeceptore; 
Deum clare visum esse finem hominis naturalem, consequenter potentiam susceptivam 
actus supernaturalis esse in ordine ad hujusmodi actum et subjective et formaliter natu- 
ralem. Vide de his prolixe disputantem Ioh. de Rada.” It does not become clear whether 
Voetius rejects this Scotistic opinion. It should be noted, however, that even his rejection 
would not imply a negative answer to the second question, because the expressions “non 
haberi viribus naturae" and "finis hominis naturalis" seem to presuppose a concept of 
nature springing from the "two-level-theory" according to which “nature” refers to the 
endogenous abilities of human beings in contrast to grace. Cf. also Beck, "Voetius on the 
Subject and Formal Act of Happiness" (with evidence for a significant Scotistic influence). 

39 SD 1, 863: "Quia, omnis natura intellectiva seu mens habet rectam rationem, et volunta- 
tem, et consequenter sua natura ordinatur ad primam ac summam rectam rationem ac 
voluntatem, hoc est, ad Deum: et sic sublex cum sit, capax est aeternae beatitudinis aut 
miseriae." Such intellectual natures are angels and human beings. Here, Voetius argues in 
accordance with his anti-Cartesian polemics against the platonic-renaissancistic thesis of 
an ensouled world. He fears that the extremely nominalist rejection of substantial forms 
leads to a resurgence of such theses. Cf. part 1, ch. 2.3. 

40 “Entirely un-Aristotelian" because according to Aristotle every real possibility is actu- 
alized sooner or later; cf. the demonstration in Hintikka, Time and Necessity, 93-110, 
that the (since Lovejoy) so-called principium plenitudinis has to be also presupposed 
in Aristotle. See Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being, esp. 55, and cf. Knuuttila, Modalities 
in Medieval Philosophy, 4-5; Van Rijen, Arístotle's Logic of Modalities, 59-72; Den Bok, 
“Volheidsbeginsel”; Malink, “Aristotle on One-Sided Possibility” It should be noted that 
this line of interpretation is controversial. I differ here from Muller, Divine Will, 83-110. 

41 This correlation — i.e, an accidental fulfillment of an essential structure — can be 
expressed in the following formula : (x)N(Hxo(MBx&M - Bx)) (N = necessity operator; 
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sense as the sum total of all essential (and inalienable) attributes can be safely 
assumed given Voetius's doctrine of sin.*? There he emphatically insists that 
human nature is unchangeable and that it for that reason has not undergone 
an essential change through the Fall into sin. Against the Manicheans and the 
Gnesio-Lutherans who follow Matthias Flacius Illyricus (d. 1575), Voetius in 
line with the medieval-Augustinian and Reformed anthropology insists that 
the essential human attributes remain untouched by sin, and that sin itself 
is not an essential attribute and certainly not the substance of humankind.*? 
Understood in this way, the concept of "nature" is to be distinguished strictly 
from the way it is commonly used as, for example, when traditional (Reformed) 
theology speaks of humanity's sinful “nature,” although the Reformers at 
times spoke of sin as our “second nature.”** In this sense, as Voetius's view can 
be explained, “natural” sinfulness is an accidental change in man's original 
state of integrity, where his essential attributes remain untouched. That sin 
is universal (ie, original sin) does not mean that it is essential.*° Instead, it 


M = possibility operator; (x) = universal quantifier; Hx = x is a human being; Bx - x is 
blessed). This formula is indifferent towards the potentia obedientialis affirmed by Cajetan 
and others (cf. Figura, Der Anruf der Gnade, 155-63), which is also found in Voetius (sp 1, 
1079-80, 1083-84). 

42 Strictly speaking, "nature" in the technical sense means the sum of all definitional and 
specifying essential attributes or properties. In a wider sense, which is still on the essen- 
tial level, the "essentialia consecutiva" and its “connaturales proprietates" also belong to 
nature (in addition to the "essentialia constitutive," cf. n. 43). Following Voetius, I here use 
the term “nature” in this wider sense. Only in its widest and least technical sense of *com- 
mon" usage, "nature" also comprises accidental and losable attributes. 

43 DS I, 776: "XII. Probl. An per lapsum hominis essentialiter mutata sit natura humana, 
atque adeo deterior facta? Resp. Neg. Omnis enim mutatio est accidentalis, in potentiis 
secundis executricibus actionum humanarum. Quarum modificatio et dispositio per 
habitualem seu permanentem sanctitatem, aut adventitiam corruptionem, ad bonum 
aut ad malum determinat et specificat. Itaque nec essentialia constitutiva, ut corpus et 
anima, aut animal et rationale; nec consecutiva, ut mens, voluntas, earumque connatu- 
rales proprietates deperditae, aut in se atque intrinsece mutatae sunt: nedum ut pecca- 
tum sit ipsa hominis substantia, aut essentialis hominis proprietas. Quod observandum 
contra Manichaeos et Flaccianos; item contra Anabaptistas oppugnantes conceptionem 
Christi ex Maria peccato infecta.” Cf. the similar passage 1, 1083-84 (Voetius compares 
original sin to the impairment a child born with a limping foot experiences when trying 
to walk), and cf. n. 12 as well as ch. 5.3.3, n. 131. On Flacius cf. Kropatscheck, “Das Problem 
theologischer Anthropologie." 

44 Cf., for instance, Calvin, Institutio, 11, 1, 1, where Calvin clearly distinguishes sinful 
"nature" from nature in the technical sense. Cf. on the position of the Reformers also 
Walgrave, Geloof en theologie in de crisis, 148-58; Veldhuis, Ein versiegeltes Buch, 24-25. 

45 This insight that the universality of sin does not imply its essentiality would not be com- 
patible with necessitarianism. 
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is humanity's basic nature understood in the strictest sense that is essential 
rather than accidental. 

The question that now needs to be asked is whether “right” reason (recta 
ratio), as mentioned in the quotation above, belongs to this nature. The word 
"recta" ought here presumably to be understood not in a moral sense but 
formally, as Voetius often uses the term recta ratio readily as a reference to 
humanity’s argumentative capacity.*® “Recta” is then properly understood to 
indicate that the intellect can reason in accordance with the truth (or that the 
will can will “rightly” and properly). Intellect and will do indeed function, even 
if in a moral sense they do not function properly.*’ In light of this it would 
indeed appear that Voetius in the above quotation understands human nature 
in the technical sense of the term. As such, it is possible to suggest carefully in 
response to the second question that Voetius indeed does understand human 
beings to be directed towards God with essential finality, although we cannot 
be entirely certain on this point. 

For answering the third question, we can point out that Voetius explicitly 
refers to philosophy as the handmaid of theology (ancilla theologiae).*® For 
him, the ideal is a philosophia christiana in the Anselmian sense, which may 
well have its own sphere aside from theology, but nevertheless can never con- 
tradict it and renders valuable services to it.^? Fully in line with this vision, 
under Voetius's rectorate the University of Utrecht was the first university in 
the Dutch Republic with a separate chair in metaphysics, which Gisbertus 
Voetius's own son Paulus would hold years later.5° There can be no “double 
truth" since the sources on which philosophy draws — i.e., natural light, the 
rational capacity, and the senses — have God as their author.°! While natural 
light ensures that the self-evident axioms are grasped *without any effort" 
and thereby constitute the conceptual basis of the knowledge of reality, the 
senses supply the empirical basis, and the rational capacity is necessary for 


46 Cf, for instance, SD I, 341; 1, 365; I, 368; 111, 853. 

47 However, the rectitude of original righteousness was lost in the fall, cf. sp 1, 1085. 

48 Cf. sp 111, 739; HL, 741; HIL, 750; HI, 754; HL, 757. Cf. on this Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy 
and Philosophy, 29-36. 

49 Cf. SD III, 750-57; 1, 1-12; Thersites, 173-79; cf. also SD 1, 873. 

50 Also Voetius's son Daniel temporarily taught there as a philosopher. 

51 _CÉ SD 111,750: “Quia ut natura, lumen naturale, recta ratio naturalis, cognitio sensuum per 
se non est, nec esse potest causa haeresios; sic nec doctrina et veritas ex lumine naturae 
et recta ratione ac sensibus hausta; hoc est, veritas et cognitio Philosophica. Antecedens 
patet, quia est a Deo totius naturae, et naturalis rationis, luminis, veritatis, omnisque boni 
in natura autore.” Interestingly enough, Voetius here refers (among other passages) to 
John 1:9 (the Logos as the true light enlightening every man). Is this a reminiscence of the 
Augustinian doctrine of illumination? 
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drawing correct conclusions.?? These self-evident axioms include the theoreti- 
cal (ontic) proposition: 


God exists 
and the practical (deontic) proposition: 
God is to be worshiped in the right way.?? 


As result, philosophy too is theocentric in its orientation since it presupposes 
the existence of God as - to put it in modern terms — “properly basic" (Alvin 
Plantinga).°* It may be possible to say that for Voetius philosophy is capax theo- 
logiae, and that itin this finality represents no threat to theology. Consequently, 
it is also possible for theology and philosophy to overlap in the “theologia natu- 
ralis," which bases itself on self-evident theological propositions or statements. 
The distinction between a "theologia supernaturalis" based on the revelation 
of Scripture alone as its principium cognoscendi, and a "theologia naturalis" 
which is primarily based on the lumen naturale, for that reason is not rooted 
in a different way of reasoning but (theoretically) in a substantial accretion of 
information through the revelation of Scripture or, more specifically, the mys- 
teria fidei and the contingent truths of faith. These truths of faith may well not 
be derived from "theologia naturalis,” but they nevertheless do agree with it. 
This agreement makes it possible for the form of theology (or apologetic theol- 
ogy) as an argumentative science to be subordinated to philosophy - i.e., we do 
not have a higher "theological" logic at our disposal — yet materially theology 
is in no way subordinated, as Voetius maintains over against Thomas Hobbes 
who would take the freedom of the will, justification, and the doctrine of the 
sacraments away from theology and incorporate them into philosophy.55 


52 Cf. sp 1, 141: “Consistit autem haec facultas, seu vis, seu aptitudo facultatum rationalium, 
seu lumen naturale in eo, quod intellectus veritatem principiorum potest sine ullo labore, 
praevio studio, aut ratiocinatione comprehendere, et positis ponendis (cognitione scil. 
terminorum) de facto sic comprehendit, ex naturali quadam necessitate et insito sibi 
pondere in hunc veritatis sensum atque assensum delatus et inclinans: haut aliter ac vo- 
luntas, ex naturali quadam necessitate sine electione praevia appetit bonum ut sic, aut 
ultimum finem.” Cf. with this sp v, 459—60, and 111, 741-43, and see above, ch. 5.3.3. 

53 | CfsD1,142. 

54 Cf. above, ch. 5.3.3, n. 74. 

55 Cf. SD V, 301-2, esp. 301: "I. Quaest. An quaestiones de libero arbitrio, de justificatione, de 
modo recipiendi Christum in sacramento, sint Philosophicae? Resp[ondetur]. Affirmat 
Thomas Hobbes Malmesburiensis in tract. cui tit. Elementa Philosophica de bono cive, 
Amstelodami anno 1647. cap. 18. §. 14. Ut probet unum tantum articulum, quod Jesus sit 
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Voetius opposes each and every form of rationalism that raises reason auton- 
omously to theology's material principle of knowledge. At the beginning of his 
teaching career at the university Voetius had already identified such a ratio- 
nalism in the Socinians and Remonstrants, who astonishingly also rejected an 
innate "natural" knowledge of God. In that Voetius saw an attempt to curtail 
theology rationally through an independent philosophy, and to reduce it to no 
more than a confessionally-determined fideistic remnant.56 This also explains 
why he later sees Cartesianism as nothing more than the continuation of this 
Socinian impulse.5” 

In summary it can be said that Voetius understands man to be unable to 
find his ultimate fulfilment in an abstract and natural goal. He likewise refuses 
to allow a strict separation between theology and philosophy. On the other 
hand, the second, most revealing question as to whether or not Voetius under- 
stood humanity to be oriented towards God in its essential finality could not 
be answered entirely unequivocally, although an affirmative answer lay most 
at hand. Altogether this suggests that Voetius was at the very least closely in 
line with the Augustinian-medieval model, and this more clearly than a figure 
like Arminius.58 


6.4 Scripture and Reason 


On several occasions we already noted that it would be an error to describe 
Voetius as a rationalist. This impression is confirmed when we briefly consider 
his view on the relationship between Scripture and reason.5? 


Christus necessarium esse ad salutem de fide interna; caeteros omnes articulos spectare 
ad obedientiam tantum, quae quidem praestari potest, et si quis non interne credat (modo 
cupiat credere, et externe profiteatur quoties opus est) quaecunque ab Ecclesia proponun- 
tur.” Cf. Hobbes, De Cive, cap. 18, n. 14 (292). Cf. also SD 111, 741-42. 

56 Cf. Thersites, 173-78; SD 1, 1-12: "De ratione humana in rebus fidei." 

57 Cf. on this Verbeek, Descartes and the Dutch, 1-12, and cf. above, part 1, ch. 2.2. 

58 Cf. on Arminius Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 148-56. 

59 A comprehensive discussion of this relationship as well as the doctrine of Scripture 
would require a separate part of this volume, if not a separate monograph; see now, how- 
ever, Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, esp. 28—53, 74—77. On this topic, 
cf. also Graafland, "Schriftleer en Schriftverstaan," 35-40; Loonstra, De geloofwaardigheid 
van de bijbel, 65—76; Van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality, 22—23, 25-26; Van Asselt, "Cocceius 
Anti-Scholasticus?, 238-45; Verbeek, “Probleme der Bibelinterpretation,” 187-192; Van 
den Belt, The Authority of Scripture, 164-77; Beck, “Rationalität und Scholastik,’ 277-81; 
Goudriaan, “Biblical Criticism.” Voetius's most important texts on this topic are Thersites, 
173-78; SD 1, 1-12: “De ratione humana in rebus fidei" (1636); 1, 29-47: "Quousque se exten- 
dat autoritas Scripturae" (1636); SD 1, 47-36: "De insolubilibus (ut vocant) Scripturae" 
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Contrary to the commonly received opinion, human reason does not 
function as a primary principle for Reformed scholastic theologians such as 
Voetius.5? He recognizes two primary principles for theology: the Word of God 
as the principle of knowledge (principium cognoscendi), and God himself as 
the principle of being (principium essendi).9! Since with respect to the prin- 
ciple of faith Holy Scripture can be considered as God's Word, Scripture as a 
whole can be taken as the primary principle of knowledge for theology.9? 

In the Diatriba de theologia (1647, 1668), Voetius explains that Scripture, as 
the primary principle of knowledge for Christian theology, is at the same time 
its external principle (principium externum).® The articles of the Christian 
faith summarized in the Apostles' Creed, for example, can be identified as the 
subordinate external principles.9* In contrast, logic and sound philosophy, 


(1636); sp 1, 64—74: “De Symbolo Apostolico" (1636); sp 111, 629-809: "De errore et haeresi," 
eight parts (1655-1656); Syllabus, Aar-Cav (Tit. 111: “De principiis christianorum dogma- 
tum"); SD v, 1-38: "Problemata aliquot de Scriptura," four parts (1649-1650); V, 419-35: 
"Disputatio theologica de judice et norma fidei" (1668). Cf. Catechisatie, 61-103. 

60 This is also true for most medieval-scholastic theologians. On the principia theologiae 
in Reformed orthodoxy and their medieval background, see Muller, PRRD, 1, 430-45. On 
the relationship between faith and reason in the thought of Keckermann, Voetius, and 
Coccejus, see Beck, “Rationalität und Scholastik.” 

61 SD I1, 533: “In se et secundum rei naturam primum est geminum principium tum cogno- 
scendi, verbum Dei scil.... tum essendi, omnis scil. naturae et gratiae autor, Deus unus et 
trinus item.” (Please note the Errata on the second last page of sp 11 which have been 
taken into account here.) 

62 SDv,1-2:"Probl.l. An sit articulus fidei seu de fide et necessario credendum, scripturam esse 
verbum Dei. Resp[ondetur]. Distingue inter rem ipsam seu materiam et contentum hujus 
scripturae in genere; et inter externas formas ac modos scriptionis speciales, qualis e. gr. 
quod haec pars tali lingua, tali phrasi scripta, etc. Rursum inter canonem collective sum- 
tum, ejusque partes integrantes indefinite; et inter eundem canonem distributive sumtu, 
seu singulas ejus partes majores, minores, minimas definite ac sigillatim consideratas. 
Adhaec inter fidem seu conclusionem de principio fidei; et conclusionem ex principio 
fidei de quacunque alia veritate theologica. De pr[iori] Aff[irmatur] ex Rom. 10. 14.17. 1 
Cor. 1. 21. 1. Petr. 1. 23. 2 Timoth. 3. 15.16.17. 2 Petr. 1. 20. De poster [iori] Negatur." Voetius does 
not identify verbum Dei and scriptura in a strict way. After all, this would be impossible in 
view of Trinitarian theology: the Son is the verbum Dei. Cf. on this, and on the misleading 
identification in Heppe, Dogmatik, 10, 1617 (Reformed Dogmatics, 15-16), Muller, PRRD, 
II, 182-95. On Scripture as principium primarium or principium externum Voetius, SD 1, 
2, 7; V, 12-20; Thersites, 191; Diatribae, 14-16. In sp 111, 846, Scripture is characterized as 
principium primarium also with respect to the content of the theologia naturalis. 

63 _ Diatribae, 14: "Principium externum [Theologiae Christianae] est sacra Scriptura.” 
Deviating from this, Maccovius refers to Scripture as principium internum; cf. Muller, 
PRRD, II, 440-41. 

64  Diatribae, 15: "XIV. Probl. An principium externum sint articuli Fidei, quae est de Deo? 
Resp[ondetur]. Ita Thomas cum suis I. qu. 1. art. 7. Sed non videmus hoc dextre intelligi 
posse de primo principio ex quo, sed de principiis secundis seu summis et principalibus 
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especially metaphysics, cannot be seen as the external principle of Christian 
theology as far as the content is concerned. Philosophy is a secondary prin- 
ciple, and then only for that part of theology which is not beyond the borders 
of the theologia naturalis. Furthermore, philosophy may function instrumen- 
tally as theology's methodological and didactic principle, but not as a principle 
from which theological truths can be derived.55 

For the question whether "right reason" is normative for theology, Voetius 
refers the readers of his Diatriba de theologia to the disputation De ratione 
humana in rebus fidei (1636) which he located at the very beginning of the five- 
volume Selectae Disputationes.99 In this disputation Voetius distances him- 
self both from Socinians and a number of Roman Catholic theologians. The 
Socinians, he argues, may now and then suspend judgment like the sceptics 
do, but in their attacks on the doctrine of the Trinity and on Christology they 
raise reason to the level of a norm for religion and faith.®’ Voetius, however, 


quibusdam axiomatis de Deo, quae ex Scriptura tanquam conclusiones deducta sunt; sed 
quae rursum respectu inferiorum et subordinatarum conclusionum Theologicarum, quae 
ex articulis illis educuntur, possint dici principia" In this context, Voetius refers to sD 1, 
64-74: “De Symbolo Apostolico." 

65  Diatribae, 15-16: “xv. Probl. An principium externum sit Logica et sana Philosophia, 
imprimis Metaphysica? Resp[ondetur]. Quod ad rem seu materiam ipsam theologiae 
Christianae qua talis, seu supernaturalis, Neg[atur]. Quod ad partes illas quae naturalis 
Theologiae terminos non excedunt, Affirm[atur] esse principium secundarium, Quod 
vero ad modum et methodum didacticam seu rationem dextre et perspicue tractandi 
theologiam, et adversarios accurate et solide refutandi, fatemur esse ejus instrumentum, 
eique ancillari, atque adeo medios terminos in argumentando inde suppediare: sed prop- 
terea non dici principium a quo, et ex quo veritas theologica, et in quod ultima ejus analy- 
sis.” Cf. Voetius, Sermoen van de nutticheydt der academien ende scholen, 39—40. 

66  Diatribae, 15: "XIII. Probl. An principium internum et norma Theologiae sit recta ratio, aut 
lumen naturae humanis mentibus inditum? Resp[ondetur]. Vide hoc determinatum in 
Disp. de Ratione humana in rebus fidei." Cf. sp 1, 1-12. This disputation is also reproduced 
in Kuyper, D. Gysberti Voetii Selectarum disputationum fasciculus, 1-9. Since the page num- 
bers of this disputation as printed in sp 1 from 1648, which I am using here, are also men- 
tioned in Kuyper, further references to this edition are unnecessary. See for an annotated 
Dutch translation Van Asselt et al., Inleiding in de gereformeerde scholastiek, 184—200, for 
an annotated English translation Van Asselt et al., Introduction to Reformed Scholasticism, 
225-247, and for an analysis Beck, “Rationalität und Scholastik," 277-81. This disputation 
continues thoughts which Voetius had already unfolded in 1635 in his Thersites, 173-78, 
in order to counter Remonstrant attacks on various theses of his inaugural disputation as 
professor in Utrecht; see above, ch. 1.4.2. 

67 SD 1,1: “Sociniani quamvis aliquando videantur flucturare (ut Scepticis et Phyrrhioniis 
affinis est haec secta) dum prae se ferunt scripturis omnia a se tribuit: tamen ista 
et similia perperam effutiunt... Et ostendit ipsorum methodus disputandi contra 
Trinitatem, Christi personam et officia etc. non scripturam tantum sed etiam rationem, 
et vel imprimis, esse normam religionis et credendorum.” Voetius particularly refers to 
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maintains that the reason of a fallen person who is to-be-saved is, objectively 
considered, neither the principle “by which" (quo) or external and objective 
principle, nor the principle "from which" (ex quo) or internal and formal prin- 
ciple of the Christian faith. Accordingly, reason is not normative for faith, 
which in turn means that the matters of faith do not require rational proof. Our 
faith is dependent on Holy Scripture when it comes to the credenda, and 
on the illumination of the Holy Spirit as far the act of faith is concerned.9? 
The Word of God is therefore the external principle of faith, while the Holy 
Spirit is the internal principle.9? This is evident in that “the essence and attri- 
butes of the deity cannot be understood immediately, adequately, as they are 
in themselves, and surely not in a perfect manner, but only by the way of nega- 
tion, causality, and eminence.””° This does not, however, mean that reason is 
not important for theology; as argumentative capacity or principium quod, it 
"draws out the conclusions of faith from the only, infallible principle of the 
Scriptures""! Reason also indirectly defends true theology when it coun- 
ters false theology."? To paraphrase Voetius's position: from the fact that the 


Christoph Ostorodt (ca. 1566-1611), the Catechesis Racoviana (1605 Polish, 1608 Latin), 
Valentinus Smalcius (1572-1624) and - indirectly — to Joachim Stegman the Elder (1595- 
1633); cf. Scholder, Ursprünge und Probleme der Bibelkritik, 30. Cf. on the Socinians Visser, 
Bibliographia Sociniana; Mulsow and Rohls, Socinianism and Arminianism. 

68  SDI,1-4, esp. 3-4: "dicimus nullam rationem humanam esse principium quo seu per quod, 
aut ex quo seu cur credamus, aut fundamentum aut legem, aut normam credendorum ex 
cujus praescripto judicemus: atque adeo falsum non esse habendum illud in rebus fidei 
e.g. trinitatem, peccatum originale, Christum Jedv9pwrov ejusque satisfactionem, quicquid 
lumen naturale aut ratio humana ex prioribus et notioribus non capiat, vel quod ad accu- 
ratam definitionem, vel quod ad demonstrationem, vel quod ad utrumque: sed contra 
resolvi fidem nostram, ut notat credenda, in S. Scriptura; ut notat actum credendi, in illu- 
minationem Spiritus Sancti.” On the detrimental effects of sin on reason, cf. Goudriaan, 
Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 39-44. 

69 SD 1,2: “Principium fidei duplex est, ex quo seu externum; et quo seu per quod sive inter- 
num. Illud posset dici principium objectivum; istud principium formale. Illud est ver- 
bum Dei: istud illuminatio Spir[itus] S[ancti] seu lumen supernaturale menti nostrae 
infusum." 

70 SD I, 4: "Quia essentia et attributa Deitatis ab humana mente immediate, adaequate, ut 
sunt in se, atque adeo perfecte non comprehenduntur: sed tantum per viam negationis, 
causalitatis, eminentiae: habet enim se hic mens humana ut oculi noctuarum ad Solem.” 
In this disputation Voetius also distances himself from the Socinian opinion according to 
which all notions and general concepts can be applied univocally to God and creatures. 
See sp 1, 1, and cf. sp 1, 435; cf. on this topic below, ch. 7.4. 

71 SD 1, 3: Haec [= ratio humana] tanquam principium quod conclusiones fidei ex unico 
infallibili scriptarum principio educit." 

72 SD 1, 3: "Adde quod [ratio humama] oppugnando directe falsam Theologiam, conse- 
quenter et indirecte una propugnet veram: impedimenta scil. et praejudicia removendo, 


212 CHAPTER 6 


Christian truth is not subject to demonstration, it does not follow that posi- 
tions opposed to this truth cannot be countered by way of reason. Theology 
may well be higher than reason, but it is not in conflict with it, as Voetius 
argues with an appeal to Thomas Aquinas.”3 

Voetius not only distances himself from the Socinians, but also from certain 
Roman Catholics who claim that the Reformed theologians' own principles 
require them to refute characteristic Roman Catholic doctrines directly and 
with the very words of Scripture without using argumentative techniques.”* In 
this regard, Voetius must be thinking of someone like the Jesuit Frangois Véron 
(1575-1649), who taught philosophy at La Flèche during Descartes's stay as a 
student there.” He refuses to be unsettled by this argument, however: in elenc- 
tic theology (Theologia elenctica), or in countering such errors as purgatory or 
indulgences, legitimate consequences can be drawn from Scripture or "from 
axioms and principles of natural light”? Positive theology, so Voetius argued, 
is as a whole argumentative.” Christ, the prophets, and the apostles made use 
of argumentative means. Furthermore, most Christian doctrines such as the 


et sic viam ad veritatem muniendo.’ Voetius bases his viewpoint on various Church 
Fathers including Justin Martyr, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Tertullian, and Augustine. 

73 SD 1, 3: “Hactenus ergo fides et Theologia nostra tota dici potest rationalis, non quod a 
priori veritatem suam rationibus necessario demonstret apud negantes principi religionis 
Christanae; sed quod demonstret conclusiones ex authoritate scripturae, et rationibus ex 
scriptura deductis, apud eos qui aliquid concedunt eorum, quae divinitus revelata sunt: 
et quod solvat saltem rationes eorum, qui nihil concedunt, quibus illi contradictionis, et 
absurditatis fidem nostram arguunt, ut recte distinguit, Thomas. p. 1. qu. 1. art. 8” In this 
article, Thomas deals with the question, "Utrum haec doctrina sit argumentativa." 

74 . SD 1, 5-6: "Accedamus nunc ad novum eÖpnpa pontificiorum, qui contendunt a nostris 
Papismum refutari debere tantum ex expressis scripturae verbis, absque ulla ratiocina- 
tione, discursi, consequentiarum nexu et probatione atque adeo rejiciunt, et removent 
a collationibus et disputationibus nobiscum habendis omnem Logicam naturalem, et 
artificalem, docentem et utentem.” 

75 SD 1, 6, 9-11; Popkin, "The Religious Background,” 397. Voetius refers to Véron, Methodus 
Veroniana; cf. on this Dompnier, Le venin de l'hérésie, 179-84. Véron was one of the most 
active French controversialists in the first half of the seventeenth century. He left the 
Jesuit order in 1620 in order to fully devote himself to polemics; see Quantin, “The Fathers 
in Seventeenth Century Roman Catholic Theology," 951. On the controversy, cf. Voetius, 
Desperata causa papatus, 11, sect. 2, cap. 15. 

76 SD 1, 7: "Sententia nostra est, in Theologia Elenctica, seu in refutatione falsitatis e.g., 
purgatorii, indulgentiarum, etc. discursu, et consequentiis utendum esse, et siquidem 
praefractus adversarius eas neget, etiam probationibus consequentiarum, non tantum ex 
sacris litteris, sed etiam ex axiomatis et principiis luminis naturalis sive naturaliter sive 
technice ex Philosophia et Logica notis, ut appareat apta connexio medii termini cum 
majori extremo." 

77  SD1,7:"Quia tota Theologia positiva est argumentativa, primo, quia est, sapientia et scien- 
tia: non deducit itaque conclusiones fidei ex principiis suis absque discursu. Deinde, quia 
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Trinity or the two natures of Christ cannot be found verbatim in Scripture.79 
In fact, it would be impossible to counter the views of heretics without the use 
of arguments.” It was not without cause that also the Church Fathers used 
rational methods in their theology.$° 

Voetius was not a biblicist, but this also does not make him a rationalist. 
Against the objections of Lutherans such as Heinrich Eckhard (1580-1624), 
Josua Stegman (1588-1632), and Balthasar Meisner (1587-1626), who charged 
that Reformed theologians like the Socinians were turning reason into the 
principle and norm of faith, Voetius objects: 


When we require the use of reason and logic, we do not make them the 
foundations, principles, and rules of faith any more than our eyes, ears, 
and tongues, without which we can neither learn or teach religion, nor 
defend it against opponents. For us, reason and logic are therefore means 
and prerequisites without which there can be no faith or theological 
knowledge, but not the principles, norms, rules, and foundations.?! 


For Voetius reason and logic are indispensable argumentative aids for the- 
ology. However, they do not function as independent sources of knowledge 
at all. This makes Voetius's view of reason essentially different from that of 
Enlightenment rationalism.?? In opposition to a prevalent view, when it comes 


omnis interpretatio scripturae, et assertio, seu thesis theologica inde deducta debet esse 
secundum analogiam fidei, Roman. 12. v. 6." 

78 SD 1, 7-8, esp. 8: “III. Quia Christus, Prophetae et Apostoli per consequentias dogmata 
sua demonstrant, et falsitates arguunt.... IV. Quia plurima Christianismi dogmata non 
exstant adroA&kei, sed tantum xoà 8i&votoy aut verbis aequipollentibus in scriptura, ut 
tres personae Deitatis realiter distinctae, filius ó4oobctoc patri, duae naturae in una per- 
sona Christi essentialiter, inconfuse etc. ergo per consequentiam inde educenda sunt." 

79 SDI,8. 

80  SD1,9.OnVoetius's appreciation of the Church Fathers, see sp 1, 74-106, and cf. De Niet, 
“De kerkvaders in Voetius’ TA AXKHTIKA”; Goudriaan, “De betekenis van de kerkva- 
ders”; Van Asselt, “Voetius, Gisbertus” On the reception of the Church Fathers in Reformed 
orthodoxy, cf. Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik; Backus, "The Fathers and Calvinist 
Orthodoxy: Patristic Scholarship”; Meijering, “The Fathers and Calvinist Orthodoxy: 
Systematic Theology.” 

81 _sD 1, 12: “Usum rationis et logica cum requirimus, non magis fundamenta, principia, et regu- 
las fides illa facimus, quam oculos, aures, linguas, sine quibus religionem nec discimus, nec 
docemus, nec contra adversarios defendimus. Sunt ergo nobis media et requisita, sine qui- 
bus nulla fides aut cognitio theologica: non vero principia, normae, regulae, fundamenta." 
(Emphasis in the original.) The Lutheran accusations are adopted unchanged in Weber, 
Reformation, Orthodoxie und Rationalismus, passim. 

82 On the differences between Voetius and Descartes in this regard, cf. Goudriaan, 
Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 181-89, 262-63, 272—76, and on Rationalism Rohls, 
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to the relationship of Scripture and reason, Voetius as he himself explains his 
view hardly differs from a federal theologian like Johannes Cocceius.9? 

In a disputation likewise defended in 1639, Voetius gives an extensive expo- 
sition of the extent of Scripture's authority.8^ For Voetius, the authority of 
Scripture and its closely related attribute of authenticity refers to “the divin- 
ity of the Scripture or its divine and infallible truth and authority (potestas) 
with respect to us.”85 Voetius thus does not think of the authority of Scripture 
in an absolute sense, but specifically “with respect to us,” that is, insofar as it 
exercises an obligation on us.86 This places the entire question of Scripture's 
authority within the context of “our theology" (theologia nostra). 

Does Voetius's heavy emphasis on the authority of Scripture imply that all 
statements in Scripture are equally normative? At this point, he introduces 
an important distinction between historical and normative authenticity. 
Historical authenticity means that everything reported by the biblical authors, 
whether the events, expressions, acts, or resolutions are to be understood posi- 
tively or not, has been transmitted without error.# In this sense, “the entire 


Protestantische Theologie der Neuzeit, 1, “A. Die Voraussetzungen"; Frank, Die Vernunft des 
Gottesgedankens, ch. v-v1 (on this, cf. Beck, review of Die Vernunft des Gottesgedanken). 

83 See the instructive comparison between Voetius and Cocceius on this point by the estab- 
lished Cocceius expert: Van Asselt, “Cocceius Anti-Scholasticus?," 238-45, esp. 241: “it 
would be a mistake sharply to contrast Cocceius' approach to the problem of faith and 
reason with that of Voetius. Both theologians claim that reason and logic in no way deter- 
mine the content of theology. They are only instrumental tools in theology" Cf. above, 
ch. 3.2. 

84 SD 1, 29-47: "Quousque se extendat autoritas Scripturae." This disputation is also repro- 
duced in Kuyper, D. Gysberti Voetii Selectarum disputationum fasciculus, 10-34. On sec- 
ondary literature, cf. above, n. 59, and on the controversies in the seventeenth century 
Kraus, Geschichte der historisch-kritischen Erforschung, 35—79; Scholder, Ursprünge und 
Probleme der Bibelkritik; De Jonge, De bestudering van het Nieuwe Testament; De Jonge, 
"The Study of the New Testament in the Dutch Universities"; Muller, PRRD, II, esp. 130-48, 
255-94 355-70. 

85 sD 1, 30: "Divinitas Scripturae seu divina et infallibilis ejus veritas ac potestas respectu 
nostri dicitur authoritas seu aüdevria.”’ 

86 sp1, 30: “Est autem authoritas scripti et instrumenti alicujus nihil aliud, quam à£ía digni- 
tas quaedam, secundum quam et propter quam scriptum illud pro vero habetur, immo et 
pro potente nos obligare ad omne illud credendum aut praestandum, quod credi et prae- 
stare praecipit." Voetius discusses the question regarding the basis of scriptural authority 
extensively in the context of his interaction with Martin Becanus's disputation De Circulo 
Calvinistico Contra Pareum (Resp.: Bernhard Doerhoff, Mainz 1606) in sp v, 12-18. See on 
this, Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 45-49. 

87 SD1, 30: “In scripturae authoritate distingui et considerari potest Authentia Historiae seu 
historica, et authentia normae, seu normalis, quam etiam praecepti appellare soleo. Illa 
est, qua Scriptura infallibiliter vera esse intelligitur veritate 8eomvevotw, quatenus scrip- 
tores sacri historice iotopia divina exponentes omnia dogmata, consilia, dicta, facta, sive 
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Scripture" is authentic and its "infallible and God-breathed truth extends to 
each and every part,’ recorded by authors who wrote the individual sentences 
“not out of their own impulse or as it pleased them, but by the dictation of the 
Holy Spirit.”88 Scripture's normative authority, in contrast, does not extend to 
all expressions contained in it. It means the normativity of the contents that 
bind our conscience, that is, “those things meant for our faith, observation, and 
imitation are indeed to be believed, observed, and imitated.”89 

Voetius elucidates this distinction between historical and normative author- 
ity and authenticity with two analogies. The first comes from the field of law: 
while the authenticity of the legal code of a particular country is as such to 
be recognized universally, this does not imply that the contents of the laws 
contained in it are binding for the citizens of another country. According to 
the second analogy, the events reported in the history of Sallust (86-34 BC), 
for example, do not need to have a normative examplary function in spite of 
their historical reliability.?? Analogically, Scripture is received by believers on 
the basis of its boundless historical authority, although their conscience can as 
such not be subjected to the things recorded there *without a last examination 


bona sive mala, quae bibliis continentur, ex ore et per immediatam Dei revelationem illa 
accepisse et absque ullo errore nobis exhibuisse creduntur" 

88 sp 1, 31: “dicimus totam scripturam esse authenticam authentica historiae, hoc est, infal- 
libilem et 0£orvevcov veritatem per omnes et singulas ejus partes esse diffusam: ita ut 
scriptores non privato suo impulsu et libitu, sed dictante Spir[itu] S[ancti] omnes et sin- 
gulas sententias quod ad rem et quod ad phrasim protulerunt, sive bonos describant sive 
malos, sive vere dicta sive falso, sive bene gesta, sive male.” In this context, Voetius refers 
to 2 Tim. 3:16 and 2 Pet. 1:21. 

89 _sD 1,30: “Authentia Norma est, qua ipsa rerum materia scripturis contenta (ex. gr. consilia, 
dicta, facta,) praeter sui notitiam, etiam obligant et constringunt conscientias nostras ad 
fidem, observationem et imitationem eorum quae ibi credenda, observanda, et imitanda 
dicuntur" 

90 SD I1, 30-31: "Distinctionis hujus necessitas et evidentia ex analogia legis et historiae 
optime patescet. In lege duo haec momenta distinguamus, potentiam et actum noti- 
ficandi, et actum seu potestatem imperandi, obligandi et constringendi. Lex aliqua 
municipalis e.g., in hoc aut illo regno sive bona sive mala mihi authentica est, quia certo 
certitudine humanae historiae indicat et notificat mihi, hoc vel illud a Rege in illo regno 
statutum; sed non est mihi authentica authentia normae aut praecepti, quia non habet 
potestatem constringendi et obligandi me ad illa praestanda quae lege illa postulantur, 
seu continentur. Similiter in historia ex. gr. Salustii, distinguo veritatem historici fideliter 
referentis quaecunque consilia, facta, dicta, scripta, a veritate aut bonitate dictorum, con- 
siliorum etc.... Probamus historiam qua talem, formaliter ita dictam, sed non probamus 
historiam materialiter seu omnem materiam ea contentam ...; nec putamus illa tanquam 
exempla ad imitationem proponi aut nos constringere.” 
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and discernment.’ The book of Job faithfully reports the speeches of Job's 
friends, but this does not mean that they speak the truth and that the content 
of their speeches is normative.?? 

When it comes to the extent of Scripture's authority, one can sin not only in 
defectu by omitting to trace the authors’ manner of expression back to the inspi- 
ration of the Holy Spirit, but also in excessu by making the extent of Scripture's 
normative authenticity equal to its historical authenticity and thereby placing 
all the "resolutions, expressions, and deeds" reported in Scripture without dis- 
tinction on the level of a norm.?? It is likewise a sin in excessu if one attributes 
the same authority to the Qere as the Ketib in the Masoretic text, or if one 
accepts all chapter headings in the New Testament or else the subscriptions in 
Paul's letters as authentic.9?^ 

Like most orthodox Reformed theologians, Voetius had a strict view of the 
divine inspiration of Scripture, including the vocalization of the Hebrew con- 
sonants as they were handed down in the tradition.?5 All the same, he does not 
ignore the role of the biblical authors. They themselves understood what they 


91 SD1, 3x “Sic tota scriptura tanquam divina et infallibilis historia a nobis recipitur propter 
authoritatem historice.... Sed simplex et nuda illa iotopla seorsim et in se spectata … non 
obligat immediate conscientiam nostram, ut promiscue omnibus omnium vel promis- 
sionibus innitamur, vel comminationibus terreamur ... vel omnibus illis tanquam juris et 
praescripti divini trabalibus clavis affixos nos putemus, atque adeo conscientias nostras 
absque ulteriori examine et discretione illis subjiciamus.” 

92 SD 1,31 In SD 1, 41, Voetius explains that even from 1 Cor. 319, where the apostle cites 
Job 5:13, it cannot be derived that the statements of Job's friends are authentic in a norma- 
tive sense. In addition, Voetius considers various assertions of David in the Psalms as not 
normative. Maresius attacked Voetius also because of such differentiations; cf. above, ch. 
3.3. Even in more recent research, Voetius's distinction between historical and normative 
authority is not always sufficiently taken into account; see, for instance, Loonstra, De gel- 
oofwaardigheid van de bijbel, 65-76; Verbeek, “Probleme der Bibelinterpretation,’ 187-92. 

93 SD 1, 32: "In defectu peccant placita eorum qui authentiam scripturae nimis coarctant”; 
see SD I, 32-35. SD 1, 38: "Praesupponimus autem nullus sani judicio eam [- authentiam 
normae seu praecepti] aeque late patere ac authentiam historiae. Distinguenda itaque 
sunt dicta seu scripta a consiliis et factis; item personae a personis." sp 1, 40: "Peccant 
ergo I. in excessu, qui sine judicio quaevis consilia, dicta, facta (modo ea in scripturis 
recenseantur) arripiunt, ut fidem divinam et jus divinum in iis fundent, quo conscientiae 
obligentur" 

94 SD1, 35-37, esp. 35: "In excessu peccant et nimis eam [= scripturae aüdevriav] extendunt, 
qui tò keri seu lectiones marginales V.T. faciunt authenticas, vel solas excluso et extruso 
To ketib, … vel una cum kebit” Here, Voetius opposes, among others, Polanus, Syntagma 
Theologiae, 1, cap. 37. See also sp 1, 38. Cf. on this topic sp v, 2-8. 

95 SD 1, 33-35, 52-63. Later, in SD V, 54-56, Voetius argues in a less principled manner; cf. 
below, ch. 7.5. In general, Voetius has quite an open mind about historical arguments 
regarding this question. On this issue, cf. the important account in Muller, "The Debate 
over the Vowel Points"; Muller, PRRD, 11, 406-13. 
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wrote.?6 They also thought in the language in which they wrote.% Their will 
was not switched off, nor did they write under coercion.?? For Voetius, this has 
implications for hermeneutics and exegesis. He thus emphasized the need for 
having a good command of the oriential languages and of Greek, and encour- 
aged the use of all available exegetical aids. These included the Samaritan 
Pentateuch, the Talmud and Targumim, rabbinic texts, text critical editions 
and treatises, as well as commentaries from every theological confession.9? 
Voetius favoured contemporary theologians over the Church Fathers and scho- 
lastics when it came to exegetical issues, partly because a better understanding 
of the original languages, as well as a "bigger and better" scholarly toolbox, had 
become available.!9? Given Voetius's openness to the progress made in scholar- 
ship also in terms of exegesis, it is hardly fitting to reject the distinct doctrine 
of inspiration held by theologians from Reformed orthodoxy like Voetius as 
the sign of a reactionary rigidity. Voetius stands in much greater continuity 
with the Church Fathers, medieval theologians, and especially the Reformers 
on this point than has often been assumed.!?! 

Similarly suggestive of such continuity is the fact that Voetius refused to 
ground the subjective recognition of Scripture's authority in human reason in 
a rationalistic way. He rather traced knowledge of "the divinity of Scripture" 


96 SD 45:"XIX.Anscriptores sacri Prophetae scil. et Apostoli omnia intellexerint, quae scripse- 
runt; an vero quaedam ignoraverint, aut de iis dubitaverint. Resp[ondetur]. Aff[irmatur] 
pr[ius]. Neg[atur] post[erius].” 

97  SDL 44: XVII. An scriptores N. T. lingua alia (Syrica scil.) conceperint, quam scripserint; et 
lingua alia (graeca scil. aut hellenistica) scripserint; quam conceperint? … R[espondetur |. 
N[egatur]. Nemo enim recte et rationaliter quid profert sive viva voce sive scripto, nisi prius 
illud recte conceperit." Cf. sD v, 28-31. 

98 SD 1, 44: "XX: An volentes, an vero inviti et ad scriptionem compulsi scripserint scriptores 
sacri? Resp [ondetur]. Aff[irmatur] pr[ius]. Neg[atur] post[erius]." 

99 Cf. SD V, 22-48, 51-57. Cf. below, ch. 7.5, and on the impressive set of resources available 
in the seventeenth century, Muller, PRRD, II, 442-542. 

100 SD V,37-40, esp. 38-39, esp. 38: ^1. Propter majorem linguarum originalium cognitionem. 
2. Propter majorem et meliorem sanae ac sobriae philosophiae et artis (imprimis logicae) 
cognitionem.... 3. Propter Majorem et meliorem apparatum, et majora ac meliora inter- 
pretationum adminicula, quibus illi carebant: qualia sunt multiplices concordantiae, 
Indices seu thesauri, claves, etc., frequentia Scholarum et Academiarum et omnis generis 
studia atque exercitia Philologica, Philosophica, Theologica in iisdem." Cf. sp 1, 12-29, 
74-103. 

101 See in general, Muller, PRRD, 11 (esp. 520-24). Cf. Rothen, Die Klarheit der Schrift, Bd. 1; 
Buchholz, Schrift Gottes im Lehrstreit; Muller and Thompson, Biblical Interpretation in 
the Era of the Reformation; Helm, John Calvin's Ideas, 246-81. To be sure, viewed from a 
present-day perspective, Voetius's attempts of harmonization in sp I, 47-63 ("De insolu- 
bilibus (ut vocant) Scripturae") appear artificial to some extent. 
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back to “the testimony and internal revelation of the Spirit."?? Wilhelm 
Goeters takes too little account of this pneumatological dimension when he 
sees "Voetius's view of faith, the doctrine of inspiration, and his assessment of 
reason" as the source of a *major ambiguity in the condemnation of Labadie's 
approach" in countering Lodewijk Meyer's anonymous rationalistic work 
Philosophia S. Scripturae interpres (1666) and Ludwig Wolzogen's controversial 
response.!0? As recent studies have shown, Voetius continued clearly to dis- 
tance himself from Meyer and Wolzogen until late in life.!°* On the relation- 
ship between Scripture and reason, there is greater continuity between Voetius 
and the Reformers, than there is between either him or the Reformers and the 
Socinians and Enlightenment rationalists. 


6.5 Summary 


Inline with Voetius's qualification of theology as a scientia practica, theology is 
not its own goal but is directed to communion with God as the ultimate goal of 
life. The goal and purpose of human life can in the end only reside in commu- 
nion with God; nothing else fulfils humankind's ultimate need. Communion 
with God comes to concrete expression eschatologically in the visio beatifica, 
the beatific vision of God. Formally happiness (beatitudo) is, as Voetius indi- 
cates in opposition to Aquinas, not to be located exclusively in human reason 
but partly or perhaps even entirely in the will. Voetius here inclines towards a 


102 SD V, 434-35, esp. 434: "Reformati spiritus testimonium et internam revelationem, inspi- 
rationem, inlocutionem, persuasionem necessaria faciunt in istis tribus. I. Ut certi red- 
dantur, seu certo credant, ac recipiant. Divinitatem Scripturae. II. Ut verum sensum 
Scripturae, et veritatem dogmatum scriptura contentorum, cognoscant, credant, reci- 
piant. III. Ut collatam et conferendam sibi gratiam salutarem, in hac vita, et conferen- 
dam gloriam post hanc vitam, certo cognoscant et credant" Cf. Goudriaan, Reformed 
Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 49—50. 

103 Goeters, Die Vorbereitung des Pietismus, 213-37, esp. 255. Cornelis Graafland follows 
Goeters; see Graafland, “Gereformeerde Scholastiek VI (1),” 123; Graafland, "De Nadere 
Reformatie en het Labadisme," 288-92; Graafland, “Schriftleer en Schriftverstaan,’ 39-40, 
84; likewise Bizer, "Die reformierte Orthodoxie,” 340. Cf. on the controversy regard- 
ing Meyer and Wolzogen Scholder, Ursprünge und Probleme der Bibelkritik, 159-163; 
Albrecht, “Einengung und Befreiung als Wirkungen des Cartesianismus am Beispiel 
Lodewijk Meyers” Israel, Radical Enlightenment, 205-12; Verbeek, "Probleme der 
Bibelinterpretation." 

104 SDV, 419-35; V, 754-63; SD V, Addenda, Pppppp2v-Ssssss3v; Advisen van sommige theolo- 
ganten van Utrecht, Harderwijck, en 's Hertogenbosch. Cf. Bordoli, Ragione e Scrittura tra 
Descartes e Spinoza; Sdzuj, "Adamus in filiis lucis non peccavit"; and especially Goudriaan, 
Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 50—53. See also above, ch. 3.4. 
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Scotist position which holds that happiness is to be identified primarily in the 
will and in love. 

Voetius's orientation of theology towards communion with God as the ulti- 
mate goal of life is in tension with the Counter-Reformation “two-level theory.” 
According to the latter, nature as an autonomous and self-contained “sub- 
structure" is separated from grace, which some aspire to as a second level or 
“super-structure.” The Augustinian-medieval model differs in that nature has 
a finality that extends beyond itself and can only reach its goal through God's 
supernatural grace. Voetius clearly stands in closer continuity with this theory 
than with the “two-level theory.” He denies that there is a purely natural goal in 
which humanity finds its fulfilment. Likewise important is that Voetius under- 
stands humanity as being directed towards God in essential finality. Finally, he 
does not attribute a complete autonomy to philosophy, in the process rejecting 
a strict separation between theology and philosophy. 

When he outlines the relationship between Scripture and reason, Voetius 
rejects the autonomy of reason. Against the Socinians he maintains that 
Scripture is the primary principle of knowledge for Christian theology. Reason, 
in contrast, is neither normative for faith nor an independent source of knowl- 
edge, so that matters of faith do not require rational demonstration. Against 
some Roman Catholic opponents, Voetius demonstrates that reason and logic 
are necessary argumentative aids for theology. When it comes to the extent of 
Scripture's authority, Voetius distinguishes the unrestricted historical author- 
ity from its normative authority, which does not extend to everything reported 
in Scripture but only to that which is normative for the content of faith accord- 
ing to the textual intent. Voetius combines a strict view of the inspiration of 
Scripture and its highest reliability with a striking openness to developments 
in scholarship on the interpretation of Scripture. Voetius is neither a biblicist 
nor a rationalist. He does not rationalistically base the subjective recogni- 
tion of Scripture's authority in reason, but points to the illumination of the 
Holy Spirit. 


PART 3 


The Doctrine of God 


CHAPTER 7 


Predicates and Attributes 


74 Introduction 


After part two of this monograph examined some important aspects of 
Voetius's view of theology, the present chapter opens the third and main part 
devoted as a whole to the doctrine of God, the principium essendi of theology.! 
The emphasis in this third part will be on the operative attributes, which form 
the subject of chapters eight to eleven. Chapter twelve then bridges the gap 
between the doctrine of the decrees and anthropology. 

The present chapter will begin by outlining the structure of Voetius's doc- 
trine of God (chapter 7.2). After this, we will consider the question of God's 
existence and especially his nameability, that is, whether names or attributes 
can be predicated of God (chapter 7.3). This will be followed by a discussion 
of the degree to which names and attributes can be spoken of God univocally 
(chapter 7.4). In line with the structure which Voetius himself applies, a sepa- 
rate section will then be devoted to God's names (chapter 7.5). The doctrine of 
the Trinity cannot be treated extensively on its own in the context of this work, 
for which reason a brief summary will be given especially as it pertains to the 
doctrine of the attributes (chapter 7.6). Following this summary, we will treat 
the attributes by examining their distinction and division and giving atten- 
tion to God's simplicity in the process (chapter 7.7). In line with their rather 
succinct treatment in Voetius's works, the other regulative attributes can be 
treated in a comparatively brief manner (chapter 7.8). 


7.2 Structure of the Doctrine of God 


Voetius gave a complete structural overview for his dogmatics in the Syllabus 
problematum theologicorum (1643), where he provided an extensive and sche- 
matically arranged series of systematic theological questions. After an intro- 
ductory treatise on the concept of theology, the greatest good or happiness, 
and the doctrine of Scripture, the Syllabus continues with a second treatise 


1 Cf. sp 11,533; Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 14; on the principium cognoscendi as opposed to 
the principium essendi, see above, ch. 6.4. 
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on the doctrine of God.? The heading to this second treatise reads: *On God, 
God's names and attributes, the Trinity in their Persons, and God's immanent 
decrees or acts.”? The treatise is accordingly divided into three chapters on 1. 
God's nature, 2. the three Persons of the Trinity, and 3. God's immanent decrees 
or acts.* 

This division is entirely in line with what one finds elsewhere in seventeenth- 
century Reformed theology. The subdivisions within these chapters, however, 
betray a thematic orientation that follows the structure of Thomas Aquinas's 
Summa theologiae. Nearly every one of these sections corresponds to a Quaestio 
treated by Thomas in the first two main parts of his doctrine of God (S.Th. 1, 
qq. 2-26; 27-43).? The fact that their order does vary should, however, imme- 
diately warn us not to be hasty in drawing conclusions regarding material 
continuity in all important details. Of course, this warning would also apply if 
Voetius's structure and wording had been closer to the Aquinas commentaries 
that flourished in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, thereby supplant- 
ing the long-standing tradition of commenting Lombard's Sententiae.® 

The close correspondence between the third chapter of Voetius's Syllabus 
and Aquinas's Summa theologiae may not be evident at first sight. All the same, 
the Summa’s questions 22-24 (providence, predestination, the Book of Life), 
which precede Thomas's discussion of God's power and the three persons of 


2 Syllabus, Aur-Cav. 

"De Deo, Nominibus et Attributis Dei, Trinitate personarum, et Decretis seu Actionibus Dei 
immanentibus,” Syllabus, Dır-Kıv. 

4 This division into three chapters (tituli) is the result of an attempt to reconstruct the out- 
line as intended by Voetius, which became necessary due to inconsistent numbering and 
the deviation of the main text from the table of contents (cf. biv-b2r). The third chapter 
mentioned in the table of contents together with the mentioned fourth chapter form the 
third chapter of the main text. The fact that, there, this chapter is counted as the fourth and 
the second as the third is probably a consequence of the clearly erroneous rendering of the 
first chapter's third subtitle as "Tit. III.” In the present work, only the nature of God is treated 
in full detail. The doctrine of the Trinity in Voetius deserves a separate treatment (but see 
below, ch. 7.6), while the doctrine of the decrees will be treated relatively briefly in ch. 12 due 
to the smaller textual basis for this matter in Voetius. On the Syllabus, cf. above, ch. 4.3. 

5 Thomas's doctrine of God consists of three main parts, the first of which treats the nature 
of God (q. 2-26), the second the Threeness of the persons (q. 27-43) and the third the emer- 
gence of creatures from God (q. 47-102), cf. S.Th., 1, q. 2, intro.; q. 27, intro; q. 47, intro. The 
third part corresponds to Voetius's doctrines of creation and providence. 

6 Under the surface there is a vast diversity of content found in the various works. This fact 
bears repeating against the common prejudice repeated not only in the older secondary 
literature according to which scholastic theology is a monolithic block. On the medieval 
auctoritas culture, cf. De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 66, 82, 87-96, 99; Van der Lecq, 
“Autoriteiten en tradities”; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 4-6, 528-39. Cf. on this 
also below, "Synthesis and Relevance,” section 7. 
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the Trinity, form a thematic parallel with this chapter in the Syllabus." For the 
rest, the thematic agreement between Thomas's Summa and the two other 
chapters of Voetius's Syllabus is nothing less than striking. Just like Aquinas, 
Voetius divides the doctrine of God into the essence and threeness of the 
triune God, and the questions he addresses correspond almost entirely with 
those in the Summa even in terms of wording. This particularly applies to 
Voetius's first chapter, on which we will focus here. Each of the Summa’s 
twenty questions has its counterpart, although Voetius does add another four 
sections on God's grace, forbearance, majesty, and glory. Notwithstanding this 
thematic correspondence, the overall structure of Voetius's doctrine of God is 
clearly different. 

Three questions underlie the first two chapters on the doctrine of God in 
the Syllabus: 
1 whether God exists (an sit Deus), 
2. what God is (quid sit Deus), and 
3. who God is (quis sit Deus).® 
Here Voetius follows the "classical" structure which goes as far back as John 
of Damascus and was likewise adopted by such Reformed theologians as 
Wolfgang Musculus (1497-1563), Jerome Zanchi (1516-1590), Lambert Daneau 
(= Lambertus Danaeus, 1530-1595), and Zacharias Ursinus (1534-1583).? The 
first question thus pertains to the existence of God, the second to his being or 
^whatness" (quidditas), and the third to the divine “persons,” Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit.!° Unlike the third, the first two questions can be traced back to 
Aristotelian epistemology." 


7.3 The Existence and Nameability of God 


As was noted, the first main question in the doctrine of God concerns his exist- 
ence (an sit Deus). This is a preliminary question in that there would be no use 


7 Note that Voetius elsewhere treats the doctrines of providence and predestination from 
the perspective of God’s emanating works. In fact, he treats the doctrine of providence 
after the doctrine of creation, and the doctrine of predestination together with the doc- 
trine of the covenant before Christology (Syllabus, Tav-Z2r, Hhir-Inv); cf., however, 
Aquinas, S.Th., 1, qq. 103-4, 116; I-11, q. 13. 

Syllabus, Dir-Kıv. 
Cf. Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 101, 174. Not all Reformed theologians mentioned 
there follow exactly this order. 

10 Syllabus, Dur, Dav, Gar; cf. with sp v, 48, 50. Cf. also Catechisatie, 274, 277, 282. 

11 See on this, the extensive account in Aertsen, Nature and Creature, 12-31. Aertsen trans- 
lates these questions (ibid., 13), with “If it is?” and “What is it?" 
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in considering the being and personal existence of something that does not 
exist. All the same, the purpose is not to establish a philosophical foundation 
for the doctrine of God with rational proofs for his existence.!? Believers do not 
per se need proofs of God's existence for knowledge of him. Instead, the argu- 
ments for God's existence above all serve apologetical purposes. Furthermore, 
they demonstrate that it is not so that every truth of faith is accessible only 
through God's supernatural revelation. 

Since the question of God's existence as well as the seventeenth-century 
"anti-atheistic" apologetic, with a significant focus on Voetius, including impor- 
tant insights from Voetius's disputations De atheismo and De modis cognoscendi 
Dei, have already been treated in parts one and two above,!* these issues hardly 
require further treatment in the present chapter. All the same, a brief analysis 
of the question An sit Deus will be given with the specific purpose of reflecting 
the structure and arrangement of Voetius's doctrine of God. 

The second main question concerns God's essence or “whatness.” Voetius 
begins with the question “quid nominis, which pertains to God's nameability: 


12 Cf. above, ch. 5.3.2-3; Beck, “Basic Features,” 212-13; Muller, PRRD, 111, 182: “Arguably, the 
purpose of the proofs in the Reformed orthodox systems was not to provide a logical or 
principal foundation for the doctrine of God on the basis of philosophy, but, within the 
context of a biblical and rational Christian theology, to point to certain attributes and 
qualities that can be predicated only of God.” 

13 SD 1,167: “IV. Probl. An liceat disputando probare esse Deum. Resp.... 4. Alia ratio est insti- 
tutionum et disputationum Academicarum; et alia ecclesiasticarum. Illic armari debent 
Theologi contra omnis generis Antagonistas. Ea tamen cautela et reverentia hoc agen- 
dum, ne videatur ventilari problema dialecticum. His distinctionibus adhibitis, admit- 
timus, inter Christianos non debere disputari (siquidem necessitatem non faciat nobis 
impiorum importunitas) An sit Deus.” Cf. sp v, 48-49, where Voetius explains that it is 
not illegitimate to prove God's existence against the atheists. In this context, however, 
pragmatic considerations also play a considerable role. 

14 Cf. above, ch. 2.2. (mainly on the four-part disputation “De atheismo,” defended in 1639, sD 
I, 114-226); ch. 2.4 (Summary of the six-part disputation "De modis cognoscendi Deum," 
defended in 1665, sp v, 455-525); ch. 2.5 (on Voetius, Nader Openinge); ch. 5.3 (on “De 
atheismo" and Voetius and Scriba, Disputatio Theologica de eo quod Deus est). Additional 
sources would be Voetius, Thersites, 179-85; Syllabus, Dir-D2r; sp v, 48-50; Catechisatie, 
275-77 (lists seven arguments for the existence of God). On the question of God's exist- 
ence, see Barth, Atheismus und Orthodoxie; Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 
41-42, 80, 181-82, 183-86, 188-89, 262-63, 272-76; Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and 
Philosophy; 74—77; and in Reformed orthodoxy in general, Heppe, Dogmatik, 37—45 
(Reformed Dogmatics, 47—56); Platt, Reformed Thought and Scholasticism; Meijering, 
Reformierte Scholastik, 102-07, 174-84; Van Asselt, Federal Theology of Cocceius, 145-55; 
Muller, PRRD, 111, 164-95. 
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how can names known by us be predicated of God? Voetius here treats the 

same questions found in the articles to the thirteenth quaestio of the first part 

of Aquinas's Summa theologiae, and in the same order, yet without noting this 
correspondence. Apart from some small differences, Voetius follows the table 
of contents to q. 13 down to the very wording: 

1 Can God be named by us? 

2. Are some names applied to God predicated of him essentially? 

3. Are some names applied to God predicated of him properly, or are all 
names attributed to him only metaphorically (metaphorice)? 

4. Are all [Aquinas: some] of God's names synonyms? 

5. Are some names applied to God and creatures univocally (univoce) 
[Aquinas adds: or equivocally (aequivoce) |? 

6. If they are applied analogously, are they applied in the primary sense to 
God or to creatures? 

7. Are some names applied to God from a given point in time (in tempore)? 
Is the name “God” a name of a nature or of an operation? 

Is the name “God” incommunicable (incommunicabilis) | Aquinas: com- 
municable (communicabilis)]? 

10. Isthename “God” understood univocally (univoce) or equivocally (aequi- 
voce), insofar as it signifies God through nature, according to appellation 
(per nuncupationem) | Aquinas: according to participation (per participa- 
tionem)], and according to opinion (secundum opinionem)? 

n. Isthe name Yahweh, Ehyeh, Yah [Aquinas: “He Who Is” (quiest)] the most 
proper name of God, and is it proper to God alone [the last seven words — 
or four in the Latin text — are absent in Aquinas]? 

[12. Can affirmative propositions be formulated about God?] (this question is 
not found in this form in Voetius's Syllabus). 

The only clear differences between the formulations of Voetius and Aquinas 

occur in the last four questions. The ninth question has been turned around, 

although this does not necessarily have implications for the contents. In the 
tenth question Voetius replaces Aquinas's "according to participation" with 

"according to appellation" Furthermore, in the eleventh question Voetius 

uses the tetragrammaton and Hebrew equivalents instead of the Latin trans- 

lation "qui est" as found in the Vulgate. That this is no coincidence becomes 


15 Voetius, Syllabus, D3r-v; Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 13, intro. The differences are indicated in 
square brackets. Note that Voetius includes additional questions between the first and 
second, the eight and nineth, and the tenth and eleventh of Aquina's questions. 
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evident when one observes how Voetius uses the tenth and eleventh questions 
as an occasion for an extensive discussion of several linguistic questions aris- 
ing from the names 717” and “Elohim.”!$ This is a typically Reformed move, 
where Voetius places himself in the tradition of Zanchi, Franciscus Gomarus 
(1563-1641), Antonius Walaeus (1573-1639), and Franciscus Junius the Elder 
(1545-1602)? 

Thomas Aquinas’s twelfth question is not found in so many words in 
Voetius's Syllabus, although this does not mean that he did not treat the issue 
at all. Accordingly, at this very place in Voetius's doctrine of God, we find a 
lengthy, separate section on "The attributes of God in general" (De Attributis 
Dei in genere) where he gives an extensive exposition on the predicability of 
the divine attributes and how they are to be distinguished from each other 
and from God's essence.!? Significantly, for Voetius this section opens the quid 
rei section, while for Aquinas the twelfth article of q. 13 materially still forms 
a part of the quid nominis section. As we will demonstrate later on, Voetius 
here adopts a qualified form of the Scotist “formal distinction" instead of the 
purely logical distinction taught by Aquinas in the twelfth article (see below, 
chapter 7.7.2.) 

A look at the questions reveals that the second to seventh questions belong 
together thematically, as do the eighth to eleventh questions. Within each 
series, the respective theme is developed progressively. The first series of ques- 
tions is pervaded with the terms “name” or “word” (nomen), while questions 
eight to eleven fill these “placeholders” out with specific divine names such as 
“God” and "Yahweh."? The first question introduces the basic topic of how we 
can speak of God. 


16 | Cf sD V, 51-59, where Voetius comments the related question in the Syllabus, D3r. See also 
below, ch. 7.5. 

17 Cf. Zanchi's systematic works Zanchi, De Tribus Elohim and Zanchi, De natura Dei seu De 
divinis attributis. The former work is mentioned by Voetius in sp v, 58; concerning the lat- 
ter, we do not know if Voetius had a copy; cf. Auction Catalogue 11 T 2°, 57. Zanchi started 
off his discussion of the doctrine of God in De natura Dei with an elaborate treatment 
of God's names, cf. Gründler, Die Gotteslehre Girolami Zanchis, 77-79; Immink, Divine 
Simplicity, 151-53; and above all Te Velde, The Doctrine of God, 115-24. God's names are 
also treated in the respective loci and Systems of Gomarus, Walaeus, Junius, Maccovius, 
and later also Turretin; cf. also Muller, PRRD, III, 254—70. 

18 — Syllabus, D2r-v; SD V, 59-63. This is common practice in the seventeenth century; cf. on 
Reformed orthodoxy Muller, PRRD, 111, 195-226. 

19 Cf Rikhof, Over God spreken, 22. Inspired by the analyses of Corbin, Le chemin de la 
théologie chez Thomas d'Aquin, and Burrell, Aquinas, Rikhof tries to show that Thomas in 
qq. 3-11 does not so much develop a theory of attributes with the aim of describing God's 
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The issue of God's nameability can be understood against the background of 
Voetius's introductory remarks to the question quid sit Deus. There he insisted 
against Vorstius that God is “spirit” (spiritus),?? even if he is so not properly but 
by way of analogy. As Voetius explains elsewhere, God's spirituality implies his 
invisibility not only to our physical eyes, but also to the eye of the mind (visio 
mentali). The created and finite mind as such cannot, regardless of whether a 
person is in the pilgrim (viator) "state" or in the "state" of glory (beatus), com- 
prehend (comprehendere) God's essence, so that even the beati cannot know 
God immediately and properly according to his essence (per essentiam)?! “God 
is spirit, as it says in John 4:24, but this cannot be a proper definition because 
God cannot be in any kind of “predicament.” Consequently - in following the 
list established in Porphyry's Isagoge — he is not in any genus, species, dif- 
ferentia, property, or accident.?? A definition consists in the identification of 
the genus and differentia by which the species can be identified.?? The classi- 
cal definition of "person" is thus a "rational (differentia) being (genus)." This 
kind of a definition cannot be applied to God, however, so that Voetius writes 
in his Catechisatie, “what, and which species God actually is, can neither be 
expressed nor fully explained." Nevertheless, God has revealed himself in his 


nature, but rather sketches a grammar as it were for human talk about God. Cf. on this 
the discussion between Jan Aertsen, "Thomas van Aquino en de Thomas van Utrecht,” 
and Rikhof, “Een kwestie van lezen? On the topic of God's names,” cf. also Schénberger, 
Nomina divina; Te Velde, “Die Gottesnamen"; Swain, “On Divine Naming.” 

20 Syllabus, Dar: “An Deus sit spiritus an vero corpus? A[ffirmatur] pr[ius]. Negatur post[e- 
rius] c[ontra] Anthropomorph[istas], et Vorstium.... An proprie dicatur spiritus an 
analogice? Affirmatur posterius." Cf. Vorstius, Tractatus Theologicus de Deo, Notae ad dis- 
putationem III, 201-10, 219-21, 237-39, and cf. below, ch. 7.74; 7.8.3. 

21 Cf. Syllabus, Ezv-3v; Catechisatie, 281, 292. Cf. on this especially the two two-part dispu- 
tations "Exercitatio ad Thomae Part. I. Qu. XII. art. I de visione Dei per essentiam" (sD 
II, 1193-1217) and "Exercitatio ad Thomae LI. Q. III. Art. IV. de beatitudinis subjecto et 
actu formali" (sp 11, 1217-1240). On the one hand, Voetius here criticizes Thomas's doc- 
trine according to which the beati will see God through the divine essence, and on the 
other hand, Thomas’s teaching about the primacy of the intellect in this vision. Cf. on this 
Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 165-66, Beck, “Voetius on the Subject and 
Formal Act of Happiness," and see above, ch. 6.2. 

22 Syllabus, Dar: “An Deus sit in praedicamento aliquo? N[egatur]. An Deus perfecte definiri 
possit? N[egatur]. An Deus habeat genus? N[egatur]. An Deus praedicetur de personis ut 
genus? N[egatur].” Cf. also Catechisatie, 292. On Porphyry's Isagoge, see Spade, Five Texts 
on the Mediaeval Problem of Universals, xvii-ix, 1-19. 

23 Cf. Hispanus, Tractatus, Tract. 11, n. 13 (21). 
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Word as far as is necessary for our salvation.?* Precisely this dilemma evokes 
the issue of God's nameability.?? 

Voetius's first question directly addresses the fundamental question of God's 
nameability. He explains his response to this question posed in the Syllabus, as 
well as the fourth, fifth, and ninth questions, in volume five of the Selectae 
disputationes: 


Can God be named by us? We respond: we deny this with regard to an 
adequate name, but with regard to an inadequate name we concede this. 
For just like no concept of a finite mind can adequately represent God, so 
no spoken word (Aöyos mpopopixds) can adequately represent him.26 


In spite of the formal correspondence between Voetius and Aquinas in that 
they both respond with a nuanced “yes,” Voetius does not simply summarize 
the view of his medieval predecessor but formulates his own, independent 
position. The response Voetius gives revolves around his linguistic-analytical 
distinction between adequate and inadequate names (or words) and con- 
cepts. An adequate word is a word that refers to an adequate concept, and 
an adequate concept is a concept that fully and completely describes the 
thing described. Voetius like Thomas understands concepts to have a medi- 
ating function between words and things, although he adopts the terminol- 
ogy of John of Damascus rather than Aristotle?’ Since we cannot describe 


24 Catechisatie, 281: “V.... seght my nu oock eens wat Godt is ten aansien van sijn wesen? 
A. Wat, en hoedanigh Godt eygentlick zij, en kan niet uytgedruckt ofte volkomentlick 
verklaert worden; eensdeels; om dat hij onenyndigh is; eensdeels, om dat zijn wesen ons 
onbekent is; want niemant heeft oyt Godt gesien: Joh. 1. 18. 1. Tim. 6. vs. 16. Den welcken 
geen mensche gesien en heeft, noch sien en kan. V. Maer heeft de Heere hemselven in 
sijn woort niet bekent gemaeckt, voor soo veel ons ter saligheyt noodigh van hem dient 
geweten? Ja." 

25 Likewise, this is also true for Thomas, even if he (contrary to Voetius) in the context of the 
preceding quaestiones 3-11 characterizes theology - at least for the viator — as apophatic. 
Cf. on this Rikhof, Over God spreken, 25-40. 

26 SDV, 50: “I. Probl. An Deus sit a nobis nominabilis? Resp[ondetur]. De nomine adaequato 
Neg[atur]. De nomine inadaequato concedimus: uti enim nullus mentis finitae conceptus 
adaequate Deum repraesentare potest, sic enim nullus Aóyoc mpogopixdc.” 

27 The expression Aöyos npopopixös points in this direction. It is used by John of Damascus in 
arelated context in De Fide Orth. 1, 13 (PG 94, 857B; only attested in some manuscripts) in 
order to describe the external word uttered by men, as distinguished from the inner, men- 
tal word. This passage is schematized (without reference) in Goclenius, Lexicon philo- 
sophicum graecum, s.v. "Aóyoc" (127-28). Voetius readily used this lexicon. Thomas, on the 
other hand, refers to Aristotle's Peri hermeneias 1, 1 (16a3). Bertius and Voetius paraphrase 
the latter passage in Bertius and Voetius, Theses logicae, A4v, corollarium 1, as follows: 
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God with adequate concepts, we also have no adequate words at our disposal. 
This does not imply, however, that our names for God are false. As is evident 
from other passages, for Voetius the inadequacy of a concept does not imply 
that it is false.?? It only means that the described thing has been described 
imperfectly and dimly. We are not left without speech for God, but following 
Scripture's example we can use true albeit inadequate expressions for him.?? 
The circumstance that inadequate concepts can be true leaves the door open 
for a univocal or unambiguous conceptual kernel. Accordingly, Duns Scotus 
wanted his innovative univocal transcendental concept of being to be under- 
stood as an inadequate concept.*° 

Aquinas's response to this question seems to be less open to a univocal kernel. 
He did not maintain the adequacy-inadequacy distinction,?! but distinguished 
both between concrete and abstract terms and between various grammatical 
designations that he then related to God's radical non-composition. The out- 
come would appear to be that concrete terms (e.g., “good”) are just as deficient 
as abstract terms (e.g., “goodness”) with respect to God, and therefore point to 
something that cannot be expressed verbally.?? 

The second question asks whether any of the names for God can be pred- 
icated of him essentially (substantialiter). Voetius responds with a clear and 
unqualified "yes.9? It needs to be remarked, however, that the purpose of 
these names is not to describe God for the sake of definition, but that it is a 
matter of the predicability of certain names of God's essence. Voetius's posi- 
tive response thus applies to predicability rather than definition. Although he 
unfortunately does not indicate which names he has in mind, it is possible to 


"Voces significant res mediante conceptu, sed ipsos conceptus immediate, scripta autem 
voces immediate." 

28 SD V, 59: “non dividimus essentiae divinae simplicitatem, aut falso eum concipiums, 
quando per multos inadaequatos conceptus eum intelligimus." Cf. DTV, 76. 

29 Cf. also the question inserted by Voetius between the first and the second question: “An 
aliquo nomen a Deo immediate impositum? A[ffirmatur].’ (Syllabus, Dav). Cf. further sp 
I1, 386. 

30 Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 8, p. 1, q. 3, n. 129 (ed. Vat., xvir, 46 £); Ordinatio, 1, d. 8, p. 1, q. 3, 
n. 136 (ed. Vat., Iv, 221); cf. Honnefelder, Ens inquantum ens, 375—76; Dumont, “Henry of 
Ghent and Duns Scotus,” 319-20 (319: “our univocally concept of being does not entail a 
corresponding common reality in God, because that common concept is not a perfect or 
adequate concept of any reality"); Cross, Duns Scotus on God, 249-59; Vos, The Philosophy 
of John Duns Scotus, 285-88. 

31 Cf., however, S.Th., 1, q. 13, a. 2, ad 1, where Aquinas distinguishes between "perfecte" and 
“imperfecte.” 

32 See Rikhof, Over God spreken, 46—49. 

33 Voetius, Syllabus, Dav: "An aliqua nomina dicta de Deo praedicentur de eo substantia- 
liter? A[ffirmatur]." 
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reconstruct his answer from elsewhere. We begin by observing that Thomas in 
the corresponding articles distinguishes between negative, positive, and rela- 
tional terms. Against Maimonides (1138-1204) and other thinkers like Alain de 
Lille (ca. 120-1202), Aquinas defends the view that positive terms or words 
that describe a perfection (e.g., “good,” “wise”) “are predicated essentially of 
God, but fail (deficient) in respect to their representation of God."?* However, 
Thomas excludes negative and relational terms from such an essential pre- 
dictability. Interestingly, Voetius distinguishes these same three categories of 
terms. He writes that absolute and positive attributes describing a real per- 
fection apply to God independently of any relationship to creatures. This is 
not the case, however, for the relational attributes (e.g., “Creator,” "Saviour"), at 
least not if they are to be understood with Aquinas to express a relationship to 
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simplicity," “incorporeality”) 
do indeed relate to creatures “insofar as they are described with a creaturely 
name by way of negation (per negationem).’ However, in themselves the nega- 
tive predicates apply to God without this relationship, for materially they point 


creatures. The negative predicates (e.g., “infinity, 


to a positive perfection, such as when God's incorporeality coincides with his 
spirituality (spiritualitas).95 

The above allows us to deduce with a reasonable amount of certainty that 
Voetius would have excluded the relational predicates alone from an essen- 
tial predication of God. If the relational attribute “Creator,” for example, were 
predicated essentially of God, this would be incompatible with the radical con- 
tingency of creation. The other predicates, however, are predicated essentially 
of God by virtue of God's independence from his creatures. 

Just like the second question, Voetius addressed also the third question 
in his Syllabus alone, so that we are left without an explicit account of the 
grounds for his response. Voetius affirms without qualification that not all 
names are applied to God metaphorically (metaphorice) inasmuch as some are 
predicated of him properly.?6 As appears from elsewhere in Voetius's writings, 
the category of names properly predicated of God includes at the very least 
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the tetragrammaton,?’ but also such perfections as “being,” “intellect,” “will,” 


34 Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 13, a. 2, in corp. Cf. Rikhof, Over God spreken, 53-57. 

35 Voetius, SD V, 60-61, esp. 61: “materiale illorum significatum est perfectio positiva, per 
quam talis negatio Deo convenit, e.gr. Toû incorporei materiale significatum, est spiritua- 
litas, seu ratio spiritus; atqui haec Deo convenit sine ordine ad corpus." 

36 Syllabus, Dav: "An aliqua nomina dicta de Deo proprie dicantur de ipso: an vero omnia 
attribuantur metaphorice. A[ffirmatur] pr[ius]. N[egatur] post[erius]." 

37 SDV, 52: “Est [Jehova] nomen subjectivum, et non epitheticon seu per modum epitheti: 
proprium, non appellativum, nec metaphoricum." 
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and “power, that imply no imperfection.?? Our treatment of the preceding 
question suggests that this would apply also to the negative predicates insofar 
as they are rooted in a positive predicate (e.g., God's incorporeality as "spirit- 


» u 


uality”). The metaphorical names include such names as “light,” “rock,” and 
"shield," and are characterized by the fact that they indicate merely a limited 
similarity (contracta similitudo) between the term and the thing described.?? 
All predications of God involving time, such as that “God created,” are likewise 
to be understood metaphorically.^? In any case, when it comes to these met- 
aphorical words, all human speech about God is no more than helpless stam- 
mering (balbutire). Finally, whatever is said of God by way of a human attribute 
(&v9pworoná$5ua) must be understood in a sense worthy of him (Sompenac).4 

Thomas Aquinas, in contrast, numbers all negative and relational pred- 
icates among the metaphorical words in the corresponding article of his 
Summa. According to him, the perfections alone are predicated of God 
properly. Thomas furthermore applies the traditional *mode theory" to the 
perfections at this point, distinguishing either grammatico-syntactically or 
semantically between the thing signified (res significata) and the mode of sig- 
nifying (modus significandi) — a distinction that Voetius too adopted readily. 
Semantically Aquinas considers that the perfections are properly predicated 
only in regard to the "things" signified in so far as God is signified first of all, 
while their mode of signifying in respect to God is improper since it belongs 
to the creaturely sphere.*? Voetius, however, appears not to apply this distinc- 
tion to the non-metaphorical words, since he had already given an unqualified 
affirmative answer with regard to them. 

In his response to the fourth question, Voetius does apply the aforemen- 
tioned distinction. In contrast to Aquinas, he asks whether all (not some) of 
God's names are synonyms. He responds that God's names are synonymous 


38  SDV,50-5. 

39 SD V, 143: "Omnis enim metaphora est contracta similitudo: ut cum Deus dicitur lux, 
rupes, clypeus.” Cf. sp v, 51 and sp 11, 595. These exemplary words are predicated of God 
in Scripture, cf., for instance, 2 Sam. 22:2-3 (rock, stronghold, shield) and Ps. 27:1 (light). 

40  SDI,623:"Quod autem denominationes et differentiae temporis externi, Deo aeternitatis 
possessori in scriptura metaphorice tribuuntur" 

41 DTV, 76-79 and sp 1, 232. Cf. also SD I, 244, 623, and SD II, 267, 1194; V, 144. 

42 S. Th., 1, q. 13, a. 3. Cf. Rikhof, Over God spreken, 60-63, 138—42, and note p. 62: “Het karak- 
teristieke van perfectie-woorden binnen de grotere categorie van analoog bruikbare 
woorden is dat ze onbeperkte groei toestaan." Voetius uses the distinction between res 
significata and modus significandi, for instance, in SD I, 232, 244, 623. Cf. also SD 11, 267, 
1194; V, 144. 
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in regard to the subject or "thing" signified, but not in regard to the particular 
mode, respect, and formality of signifying.*? That Voetius is most aware of the 
limitations of human speech is furthermore evident in his careful formulation: 
“in respect to the subject (so to speak) signified.”** 

Voetius's response should not be misconstrued as if it was intended to level 
the distinction between the different designations for God. The modus signif- 
icandi, which is at the same time a formalitas significandi, has a very signifi- 
cant role at this point. It does belong first of all to the intramental conceptual 
sphere, but not without a real basis in the thing signified. As will become clear 
later on, Voetius here adopts a slightly modified version of the Scotist extra- 
mental formal distinction, considering it to be compatible with a certain syn- 
onymy on the part of the thing.*5 Most likely, his position is to be understood 
such that he only sought to exclude the possibility that different formalitates 
of the sign would terminate different "things" in a wider sense. For this would 
imply that there is a real distinction (distinctio realis), that is, a distinction of 
various composed "things" (res) that can be separated from each other. That 
possibility must, of course, be excluded for all divine designations, so that in 
this sense they are synonymous.*6 

In the corresponding articles of the Summa theologiae, Thomas Aquinas 
clearly showed that he had a narrower understanding of the term "synonym" 
when he asked whether only some (not all) predicates for God are synonyms 
and then denies the synonymy of the perfections. Formally his conclusion is 
similar to that of Voetius: "And for that reason the words that are applied to 
God, although they signify one thing, are not synonyms because they signify 
it with many and varying meanings (rationes).’4” How Thomas's position actu- 
ally relates to Voetius's view must be determined on the basis of the validity of 


43 SD V, 51: “An omnia Dei nomina sint synonyma? Respondemus: Quod ad subjectum (ita 
loqui liceat) significatum, seu quod ad rem significatam, Affirmatur. Quod ad peculiarem 
modum, respectum, et formalitatem significandi, Negatur.” Accordingly, in the Syllabus, 
Dav, Voetius answers with "Distinguitur" For a similar treatment of this question cf. 
Walaeus, Loci Communes, 111, 1 (153). 

44 See above, n. 43. 

45 SD II, 374: "Quamvis objectum formale, et ratio formalis objecti, promiscue nonnunquam 
usurpentur ... tanquam synonyma, nec etiam realiter distinguantur; distinctionem for- 
malem inter ea observari necesse est.” On the formal distinction between divine attri- 
butes, see below, ch. 7.7. 

46 Fora precise definition of distinctio realis, see below, ch. 7.7.2. In other contexts, Voetius 
sometimes uses the term "synonymous" in a narrower sense; cf., for instance, SD V, 53. 

47  STh,1,q.13, a. 4, in corp. Cf. Rikhof, Over God spreken, 66-67. 
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the extramental reference of the rationes. This is an issue addressed in the fifth 
question, which places us before the very core of the entire issue. 


74 Equivocation, Analogy, and Univocity 


Voetius's fifth question, whether "some of the names for God and creatures 
are applied univocally (univoce),’ places us before a fundamental dilemma of 
human speech about God: are the words we use, which are taken from the cre- 
ated sphere as the only one accessible to us, unambiguous or not?*® If they are 
unambiguous or univocal, we appear to run the risk of drawing God into our 
creaturely sphere and placing him “in our grip,’ so to speak, and ending up in 
pantheism or a Parmenidean monism. If, on the other hand, our designations 
for God as supplied by Scripture, for example, are ambiguous or equivocal, all 
speech about God would ultimately seem to be indifferent and meaningless. 
Does this imply that our knowledge of God's nature is limited to the nega- 
tion of creaturely attributes, so that — following the example of Henry of Gent 
(1217-1293) — we can know just as much about his nature as we know about 
Socrates when we say that he is not a rock?*? 

Thomas Aquinas had developed a kind of mediating position in the wake of 
the doctrine established at the Fourth Lateran Council (1215), which decreed 
that “between Creator and creature no similitude can be expressed without 
implying an even greater dissimilitude.”>° He argued that a word that is applied 
to God and creature does indeed have two distinct meanings (rationes), but 
in such a way that a certain analogical relationship still exists between these 
rationes. Therefore, what he refers to as "analogy" is, strictly speaking, a heavily 
nuanced form of “equivocation.” As Aquinas writes in the corresponding arti- 
cle, analogy is not distinguished from equivocation by virtue of “entirely differ- 
ent" rationes, but by virtue of "different relationships.” Particularly significant 
is the relationship of dependence between creature and Creator.?? 


48 According to the standard logic of William of Sherwood (1200/1210-1266/1272), a univocal 
word signifies the same universal nature every time it is used, whereas an equivocal word 
has different meanings on different occasions. Cf. De Rijk, “The Origin of the Theory,” 
164-66. 

49 Cf. Dumont, “Henry of Ghent and Duns Scotus,’ 303. 

50 DH (=DS) 806. 

51 S.Th., 1, q. 13, a. 5, in corp. See on this, Rikhof, Over God spreken, 71-75. 

52 The well-known threefold division by Thomas's commentator Cajetan into the analogia 
inequalitatis, the analogia attributionis, and the proper analogia proportionalitatis cannot 
directly be traced to Thomas. See on this, McInerny, Aquinas and Analogy, 3-29. 
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Not all theologians were satisfied with this solution, however. Among the 
Latin Averroist theses which Étienne Tempier condemned in 1277 with signifi- 
cant input from Henry of Gent, we find the following: 


Nothing can be known of God except that he is or exists.53 


In order to avoid the lingering consequence of equivocation, Henry attempted 
to draw the maximum benefit from the notion of analogical predication. He 
thus tried to bridge the epistemological gap between the analogical rationes 
with a quasi-univocal concept of being. Henry saw that a negation always 
negates an assumed positive. The only thing that kept him from a truly uni- 
vocal concept of being was the traditional noetic primacy of being which 
identifies univocal concepts with generic concepts and thus postulates a strict 
correspondence between real-factual unity and conceptual unity. On these 
presuppositions, the conceptual unity of a predication for God and creature 
would imply a real-factual unity between them as well.54 

It was at this very point that Duns Scotus's critique came in. As he saw it, 
Henry was too easily satisfied and failed to explore all possibilities for a real 
concept that is univocally common to God and creatures without presup- 
posing any kind of common reality between them. The key for Scotus lay in 
a logical-ontological concept of being whose minimal criterion for applica- 
tion was that “to be" is not repugnant to the signified object (cui non repug- 
nat esse).55 In the end, this concerns the necessary, internal consistency of 
every state of affairs that is possible rather than impossible. Such a concept 
of being that corresponds with logical possibility (possibilitas logica), which is 
the logical-ontological structure for every possible reality, allows univocity to 
be understood in a new sense. Scotus reduces univocity to that minimal unity 
of meaning that suffices to exclude contradiction and to allow syllogisms to be 
made without the fallacy of equivocation. The only condition for something to 


53 Thesis 215: "Quod de Deo non potest cognosci, nisi quia ipse est, sive ipsum esse." See 
Denifle and Chatelain, Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, Y, 555. 

54 Cf. Dumont, “Henry of Ghent and Duns Scotus,” 299-307; Honnefelder, Ens inquantum 
ens, 276-313; Cross, Duns Scotus on God, 249—59; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 
285-88. 

55 X Scotus, Ordinatio, 1, d. 36, q. un., nn. 60-62 (ed. Vat., v1, 296-97); Op. Oxon., Iv, d. 1, q. 2, 
n. 8 (ed. Wadding, virr, 61); Quodl., q. 3, n. 2 (ed. Wadding, x11, 67); cf. Honnefelder, “Die 
doppelte ratitudo entis," 661-71; Honnefelder, Ens inquantum ens, 268-395; Honnefelder, 
Scientia transcendens, 3-199; Knuuttila, Modalities in Medieval Philosophy, 141; Vos, The 
Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 287-88. 
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be predicated of God univocally is that the conceptual content of the predica- 
tion made of God cannot at the same time be denied of him.5® 

Inthe context of such a univocity, being can be understood asa transcenden- 
tal concept surpassing creaturely being while in the end still being common to 
it. All the same, that concept evidently must be incomplete and reduced, pre- 
serving the radical distinction between Creator and creature so as not to imply 
a common reality between them in any way.?? This likewise excludes the pos- 
sibility for the relationship of, for example, the different degrees of intensity in 
beings in the mode of infinity and finity to be one of several differentia of one 
common genus. For an incomplete concept that posits no common reality can 
never constitute a genus. By undoing the traditional correspondence between 
real and conceptual unity, Scotus separates general from univocal concepts 
and opens the possibility for univocal predications of God. Since his concept 
of being surpasses the boundaries separating one genus from another, a uni- 
vocal concept of being no longer includes both God and creatures in one and 
the same genus.58 

When Voetius's answer to the fifth question is examined against this back- 
ground, we are struck by the remarkable agreement between it and the solu- 
tion of Scotus: 


Are the names of God and creatures univocally (univoce) applied? We 
respond: we deny in respect to a complete univocity. But we affirm in 
respect to a univocity that unequally (inaequaliter) descends upon 
each specific mode and concept (ratio). This is why the names must be 
referred back to the analogous names of dependence or attribution and 
similitude or proportion.5? 


56 Scotus, Ordinatio, 1, d. 3, p. 1, qq. 1-2, n. 26 (ed. Vat., 111, 18): “univocum conceptum dico, qui 
ita est unus quod eius unitas sufficit ad contradictionem, affirmando et negando ipsum 
de eodem; sufficit etiam pro medio syllogistico, ut extrema unita in medio sic uno sine 
fallacia aequivocationis concludantur inter se uniri." In the Lectura, Voetius does not yet 
give a definition. Cf. on Lectura 1, d. 3 as a whole, Hoffmann, Die Univozität des Seienden, 
and note Tobias Hoffmann's excellent introduction, esp. xxi1-xxx1. Cf. also Beck and 
Veldhuis, “Inleiding, 14-15. 

57 Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 8, p. 1, q. 3, n. 129 (ed. Vat., VII, 46-47): “Deus et cretatura realiter 
sunt primo diversa, in nulla realitate convenientia ... et tamen conveniunt in uno con- 
ceptu.... Sed perfectus conceptus Dei non est communis Deo et creaturae, qui conceptus 
habetur de Deo in se viso.” 

58 Cf. Scotus, Ordinatio, 1, d. 8, p. 1, q. 3, n. 136 (ed. Vat., rv, 221; adnotatio); cf. Dumont, “Henry 
of Ghent and Duns Scotus,” 315-22. 

59 SD V, 5o: "Utrum aliqua nomina de Deo et creatura univoce dicantur? Resp|ondetur]. 
De Univocatione perfecta, Neg[atur], de ea quae ad modum ac rationem specialem 
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Like Scotus, Voetius rejects complete concepts that are univocally com- 
mon to God and creatures, but affirms a univocal core that remains with the 
"descent" to each respective mode and concept. Because the "descent" of these 
concepts occurs in the varying grades of infinite intensity and finite reduction 
in God and creatures respectively, it occurs *unequally" - that is, in the modes 
of infinity or finity.9? This means, however, that when things are predicated of 
God, the concept pointing to an infinite full being that God alone has and that 
is to be distinguished modally from the inadequate, univocal core concept, 
can only be applied by way of analogy (here: as an analogy “of dependence 
or attribution" or an analogy “of similitude or proportion"). The names that 
can be predicated of creatures positively can apply to them only in the mode 
of imperfection and in dependence on God and his perfections. Like Voetius, 
Scotus understood univocity not as the strict opposite of, but the precondition 
for, analogy, and without this precondition analogy would be possible only if 
it took its point of departure in the gnoseological assumption of a “natural 
primary cognition.’ 

As other places in Voetius's polemics against Socinian rationalism make 
clear, he held complete — in contrast to imperfect — concepts that are univo- 
cally predicated of God to imply unity of genus. In order to avoid this impli- 
cation, philosophers distinguish “the general notion, which is attributed to 
God and creatures with an imperfect single and common concept, from the 
special mode, through which that [general notion] is attributed to God and 
creatures in unequal and infinitely different ways."&? If we combine this with 


inaequaliter descendit, Aff[irmatur]. Quae propterea ad analoga dependentiae seu attri- 
butionis, et similitudinis seu proportionis referri debent." 

60 Cf. very similarly Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 3, p. 1, qq. 1-2, n. 24 (ed. Vat., XVI, 233); in addition 
Honnefelder, Ens inquantum ens, 289; Hoffmann, Die Univozität des Seienden, 14-15. Cf. 
also the almost literal agreement with Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 28, sect. 
3, n. 17; disp. 32, sect. 2, n. 11 and 15 (ed. Berton, XXVI, 15, 315-16). The only difference with 
Voetius seems to consist in the fact that Suárez identifies univocal and generic concepts 
and hence must reject them. Cf. the detailed demonstration in Honnefelder, Scientia tran- 
scendens, 200—94 (esp. 282—94), showing that Suárez in effect passes on Scotist teaching 
(for a different interpretation, see Salas, "Between Thoism and Scotism"). Cf. on Suárez 
also Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 132-55, esp. 143-48, and on the doc- 
trine of analogy in Reformed theology and philosophy of the seventeenth century, ibid., 
155-60. 

61 Cf. Barth, “Being, Univocity and Analogy,’ 260-62; Dumont, “Henry of Ghent and Duns 
Scotus, 320-22; the cited expression is from Honnefelder, Ens inquantum ens, 306; 
Boulnois, “Duns Scot, théoricien de l'analogie de l'être.” 

62 SD I, 434-35 (quote on p. 435: “Distinguant [the philosophers] igitur notionem gener- 
alem quae aliquo imperfecto uno et communi conceptu Deo et creaturis tribuitur, a spe- 
ciali modo, quo illa inaequali et infinite distanti ratione tribuitur Deo et creaturis: Neque 
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Voetius's vehement defence of the criterion of consistency (see chapter 1.4), 


with his acceptance of the possibile logicum (see chapter n.2), and his identifi- 


cation of non-repugnance as the constituent of being (ens) (see chapter 1.4), 


we see how he is able at once to avoid God falling under one of the Aristotelian 


predicaments or categories of being (see chapter 7.3) and at the same time to 


affirm that God is in a sense not beyond the terms of logic.9? This fact numbers 


Voetius together with Junius among those theologians from Reformed ortho- 


doxy who to some degree defend a nuanced, roughly Scotist form of univocity.6* 


63 


64 


illas confundant, aut ab una ad alteram fallaci discursu argumententur.”); v, 593; 1, 4; cf. 
further Thersites, 188; DTV, 75-76. When Voetius rejects univocity in these passages, it 
always concerns a generic and hence real commonality. Cf. Goudriaan, Philosophische 
Gotteserkenntnis, 159-60, n. 115, who rightly remarks that Voetius can “with some qualifi- 
cation class the analogy of attribution still with univocity." 

Syllabus, Dar: “An Deus subjiciatur terminis Logicis? A[ffirmatur] c[um] D[istinctione].” 
Unfortunately, Voetius does not explain in which sense God transcends the terms of 
logic. Cf. ibid., A2r: “An [Theologia] subjicatur terminis Logicis et Logicae subordinetur? 
Dist[inguitur |.” Most likely, this concerns logic understood in the most elementary way. 
Cf. Junius, Summa aliquot locorum communium SS. Theologiae, 11, cap. 2: "Cum autem uni- 
voce de Deo praedicamus, duo simul volumus intelligi: primum communiter, qua causa 
est eorum omnium quae sunt, et qua omnia quae sunt, a Deo sunt quicquid sunt, aut 
habent boni.... Deinde vero singulariter, qua Deus non solum est omnis boni auctor; sed 
ipsa bonitas in infinitum superans omne bonum, quod ab ipso profectum est." (Junius, 
Opera theologica, 11, lib. 4, 32). Zanchi, De natura Dei seu De divinis attributis, 1, cap. 10, 
q. 8 (25b-27b) rejects univocity and advocates the doctrine of analogy as propounded by 
Cajetan, cf. Gründler, Die Gotteslehre Girolami Zanchis, 69, who does not sufficiently pay 
attention to the difference between Thomas and Cajetan though. Gomarus and Walaeus 
do not, as far as I can see, deal with this question in their respective Opera omnia, nor 
does the Leiden Synopsis. Maresius, Collegium theologicum, loc. 2 n. 2 (32), teaches an 
exclusive equivocation (sic) of being regarding God and creature; Turretin advocates a 
version of the doctrine of analogy. Neither here, nor in the German version of the present 
work (Beck, Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676), 2007), I claim that this “nucanced univocity in 
the Scotistic sense,” as we find it in Voetius and also Junius, is the majority position among 
the Reformed, with others only forming an exception (pace Muller, “Not Scotist,” 128). 
Moreover, as Muller rightly observes, Junius's approach in the text quoted above “neither 
places God into the order of being as a being like the creatures nor identifies God as inac- 
cessible and unrelated in his infinitude" (ibid, 141). Yet this is not only true for Voetius's 
approach as well, but even for Scotus's “reduced concept of univocity, referring to that 
unity of signification that suffices to exclude contradiction" and implying only “an incom- 
plete concept that posits no reality as such, and never can constitute a common genus 
that would include both the infinite God and finite creatures" (Beck, “God, Creation, and 
Providence,” 198-99; cf. also Cross, "Duns Scotus and Suárez"; Horan, “Postmodernity and 
Univocity,” 157-88). Muller seems to presuppose an understanding of univocity of being 
that not only Junius, Voetius, and Richard Baxter (see Burton, The Hallowing of Logic, 
211-13) would reject, but also Scotus himself. 
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Voetius formulates and answers the sixth question as follows: 


Are such analogous names spoken primarily of God or of creatures? We 


» us 


answer: some, such as “being,” “intellect, 


» u 


will,” and “power,” and others 
that are proper names and imply or involve no imperfection, are spoken 
of God in a prior sense. However, others, such as all improper names 
including "rock," "strong tower, etc., are spoken of God in a posterior 
sense. However, in regard to the order and mode of our conception, also 
those names that are proper and betray no imperfection are understood 
and spoken in a prior sense of creatures, from whom we climb up to God 
by way of analogy.95 


In this passage it is evident how Voetius supplements univocity, as discussed in 
his answer to the fifth question, with analogy. For although there are words that 
imply no imperfection and can be applied to God in a proper sense (see ques- 
tion 3), with them we can only "climb up" to God by way analogy because we 
understand and speak them primarily of creatures. All the same, on the extra- 
mental level the primary analogue of these words is God himself and not crea- 
tures (as is the case with metaphorical words). This ontic primacy corresponds 
with the irreversible relationship of dependence in which creatures stand with 
their Creator. The most remarkable difference between Voetius and Thomas 
Aquinas is that the medieval theologian appeals to Aristotle for his concept of 
analogy and claims that the analogical meaning of a name approaches more 
or less its primary meaning.96 

Next to his Syllabus, one will be hard pressed to find anything (at all) in 
Voetius's writings pertaining to the seventh to tenth questionsin the Problemata 
de Deo.’ The eleventh question, in contrast, is treated extensively from a vari- 
ety of perspectives, warranting a separate treatment in the section that follows. 


65 SD V, 5o: "Utrum nomina illa analoga per prium dicantur de Deo an de creaturis? 
Respondemus: Quaedam per prius de Deo, ut e.gr. essentia, intellectus, voluntas, potentia 
aliaque quae propria sunt, et nullam imperfectionem dicunt aut involvunt: quaedam vero 
per posterius, ut omnia impropria, e.gr. rupes, turris munita etc. Sed quod ad ordinem et 
modum nostrum concipiendi, etiam nomina propria et nullam imperfectionem sonan- 
tia, per prius intelliguntur, et dicuntur a nobis de creaturis; a quibus per viam analogiae 
ascenditur ad Deum.” Here, the question is formulated as in Aquinas in S.Th., 1, q. 13, a. 6, 
whereas in the Syllabus it is formulated as in Thomas in q. 13, intro. 

66 Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 13, a. 6, in corp.; cf. the interpretation in Rikhof, Over God spreken, 
78-81; McInemy, Aquinas and Analogy, 121-24. 

67  Ontheninth question, cf. sp V, 51. 
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7.5 The Proper Names for God 


Voetius divides and answers the question as to what God is (quid sit Deus), that 
is, about God's “whatness” (quidditas), into two subquestions. The first sub- 
question concerns God's names, the second his attributes.98 

God's most important proper name is the tetragrammaton mm, which 
Reformed theologians like Zanchi and Voetius treated much more exten- 
sively than medieval theologians like Aquinas and Scotus had done.5? Voetius, 
unlike Zanchi, denies that the tetragrammaton is rendered with four letters in 
all languages."? As proof, he points to the Persian, Coptic, Egyptian, Aramaic, 
Hungarian, Greek, Latin, Spanish, Italian, French, and Ethiopian translations, 
in which it is rendered with more or less than four letters.” Voetius further- 
more discounts the rabbinic qualification of the tetragrammaton as the inex- 
pressible or wonderful name.” 

Voetius concludes from Exodus 314-15 and 6:14 that the tetragrammaton 
was taught and revealed immediately to Moses by the Holy Spirit.” This does 
not necessarily mean that it was not known before the time of Moses. All 
the same, against the humanist and Hebraist Johannes Reuchlin (1455-1522), 
Voetius maintains that the tetragrammaton neither existed nor was revealed 
before the creation of the world."^ Together with Johann Buxtorf the Elder 
(1599-1644), he derives the tetragrammaton etymologically from mn, that is, 
“he was" ( fuit)."5 


68 SD V, 5o: "Quaestio quid sit Deus, duplex est, una quid nominis, altera quid rei" On the 
question regarding the names of God in Voetius, cf. Syllabus, D2v-Dar; SD v, 50-59; 
Catechisatie, 277—80; cf. Beck, “Basic Features," 212. On the names of God in Reformed 
orthodoxy, cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 246—70; Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 10910, 186-87. 
On the Tetragrammaton in Reformed orthodoxy, cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 258-66. 

69 See on this SD v, 51-57; cf. Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 13, a. 1; Zanchi, De natura Dei seu De divinis 
attributis, 1, cap. 13 (26-36); cf. Zanchi, De Tribus Elohim. Cf. on Thomas Schönberger, 
Nomina divina; Te Velde, *Die Gottesnamen"; and on Zanchi Gründler, Die Gotteslehre 
Girolami Zanchis, 77-83; Te Velde, The Doctrine of God, 15-24. 

70 SD v, 51, contra Zanchi, De natura Dei seu De divinis attributis, 1, cap. 13 (26-36). 

71  SDV,5L 

72 SDV,5. 

73 SD V, 5x “a Spiritu Sancto immediate institutum et Mosi revelatum, ut scripto 
consignaret.” 

74 | SD Vv, 52: “An ante tempora Mosis fuerit impositum et revelatum? Resp[ondetur]. Quidni? 
… 2. An hoc nomen fuerit ante mundi creationem? Resp[ondetur]. Ut extra causas suas 
actu fuerit, seu existerit, et a Deo revelatum fuerit. Neg [atur]. Nihil enim tunc erat praeter 
Deum. Frustra ergo Reuchlinus … oppositum probare voluit ex Jesa. 63. 16." 

75 SD V, 52. Voetius probably refers to the Lexicon chaldaicum talmudicum et rabbinicum, 
Basel, 1639, edited by Johann Buxtorf the Younger, which was based on the work of 
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As far as the meaning (significatio) of the tetragrammaton is concerned, 
Voetius explains that it is a proper name in a proper sense, "signifying not only 
an office or dignity, but also the original, eternal, and immutable essence of 
God.’ For God is in and through himself independent of all others, as Voetius 
deduces from Exodus 3:4 with an "Exodus metaphysics" as it were, as well as 
from Revelation 1:4.8, Isaiah 44:6 and Psalms 102:28.76 The name further indi- 
cates that God is the ground of all things that have being and exist together 
with their accidents and acts, since their essence and existence depend on him 
alone. In this context, Voetius appeals to Revelation 17:29 and Romans 4:17- 
18; 1:36.77 The tetragrammaton is thus an incommunicable proper name and 
“means or denotes nothing other than the one true God."7? Although the 
Socinians in view of their denial of Christ's divinity point to biblical passages 
in which they suggest that the tetragrammaton is indeed applied to creatures, 
Voetius counters that it never appears there in the nominative and in an attrib- 
utive sense.7? 

The translation (translatio) of the tetragrammaton is difficult. Voetius 
points out that there are several acceptable translations, although none of 
them manage to express formally the emphasis contained in the Hebrew idiom. 
He notes that the Septuagint uses “xúptos,” which it also applies to “Adonai,” a 
tradition followed in England as well as the northern and southern Netherlands 
where the tetragrammaton is rendered as “LORD” or “HEERE” — with the capital 


Buxtorf's father, Johann Buxtorf the Elder (1564-1629). Cf. on Buxtorf the Elder Burnett, 
From Christian Hebraism to Jewish Studies. 

76 SD v, 52: “Est nomen subjectivum, et non epitheticon seu per modum epitheti: proprium, 
non appellativum, nec metaphoricum. Significat non tantum officium et dignitatem, sed 
etiam essentiam Dei primam aeternam, immutabilem: quia ipse in se et per se est, inde- 
pendenter scil. a quocunque alio, (est enim oùota dvopyoc xoi àvaíttoc, ut recte Justinus 
Martyr)” I was not able to verify the quote ascribed to Justin; cf., however, Justin, Apol. 11, 
6,12; Dial. 14. On the so-called “Exodus-metaphysics,” cf. Gilson, Der Geist der mittelalter- 
lichen Philosophie, 59-61; De Vogel, “Ego sum qui sum”; Schönberger, Die Transformation, 
360-62. 

77 SD V, 52: “quia essentia et existentia omnium rerum, accidentium, actionum ab illo 
dependet." 

78 SD v, 52: “Hinc etiam consectarium educitur, nomen hoc esse Deo proprium et aliis 
incommunicabile, hoc est, non significare aut denotare aliud quid, praeter unum verum 
Deum.” 

79 SD V, 52: “Sociniani cum videant hinc validissimum argumentum educi pro Deitate 
Christi, loca quaedam producunt, ubi velint praedicari de creatis: sed frustra. Nusquam 
enim casu recto et attributive, sive proprie sive improprie, de creaturis dicitur: ut patet 
loca Numer. 10. v. ult. etc. inspicienti^ Cf. on this Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 109 
and 187, n. 92, with a reference to Volkelius and Crellius, De vera religione libri quinque, 11, 
cap. 11. On Socinianism, cf. Visser, Bibliographia Sociniana; Mulsow and Rohls, Socinianism 
and Arminianism. 
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letters serving to distinguish it for the readers from the translation of “Adonai,” 
rendered as “Lord” and “Heere” without capitals. The problem Voetius sees in 
this, however, is that during the Scripture reading in church, the hearers have 
no way to distinguish between these two forms. This is why the French use 
the name "Éternel" for the tetragrammaton. Voetius suggests that the tetra- 
grammaton could perhaps best be rendered in Latin with a newly coined term 
"Essentiator" or "Existentiator' or in Dutch with “Wesenaer. In any case, it 
would not be beside the point if all languages were simply to return to the 
word “Yahweh.”8° 

When it comes to the writing (scriptio) of the tetragrammaton, Voetius 
explicitly emphasizes that it should be written like all other Hebrew nouns 
using both letters and vocalization points. This point is directed against a 
Jewish (and Muslim) superstition according to which the letters of the tetra- 
grammaton as it were have a supernatural quality. Voetius notes in this con- 
text that the rabbis commonly write ' instead of the tetragrammaton as an 
abbreviation for own, "The Name" par excellence. Voetius sees no problem with 
this practice if it is done merely for the sake of abbreviation, as is indeed the 
case for the Chaldean paraphrase or the Samaritan paraphrase. He suspects, 
however, that the rabbis try to avoid writing this name out of a certain sense of 
reverence, which he considers to be nothing less than superstition.?! 

Againstthe rabbinicfear of pronouncingthe name “Yahweh,” Voetius defends 
that the vocalization as it has been handed down is authentic. Furthermore, he 
attacks the position of the orientalist Johannes van den Driessche (= Drusius, 
1550-1616), who defended the Masoretic origin of the vowel points more on 
purely linguistic and historical arguments than on theological-principial 
grounds. As long as the authenticity of the vowel points has not been over- 
turned, so Voetius argued, one should maintain the best attested tradition.8? 


80 SD V, 52-53. Voetius's familiarity with the Hebrew language as well as the Rabbinic inter- 
pretative tradition also becomes apparent, when he elaborates on the different synonyms 
and derivates of the Tetragrammaton in sD v, 53-54. On Rabbinic scholarship in the sev- 
enteenth century, cf. Van Rooden, Theology, Biblical Scholarship and Rabbinical Studies 
in the Seventeenth Century; Verdegaal, De Statenbijbel en de rabbijnen; Neele, Petrus van 
Mastricht, 159—70. 

81 SD V, 54. 

82 SD V, 54-56, esp. 56: “Nostra summa summarum haec est, quidquid sit aut non sit, de 
punctis, per quae ex analogia linguae legi debeat, et olim lecta sit vox Jehova, eam tamen 
in pronuntiatione servandam esse, nec illic magis quam hic cum voce longe diversa et 
diversae emphaseos commutandam: ut auditorum aeque ac lecturm menti subjiciantur. 
Siquidem vox est signum aeque, immo per prius, pronuntiatum, ac scriptum, Et potius 
vocalibus hic cedendum esset, quam consonantibus: et illae ad has trahendae potius, 
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Finally, Voetius attacks the “cabbalist farce and superstitious usage" that 
attributes a special *power or authority" (potentia seu potestas) to the name 
“Yahweh” He argues that, just like with every other name, the power and 
authority are only contained in its significance (in significando) rather than in 
some moral or mystical element.53 

When he comes to the name “Elohim,” Voetius discusses its plural form. 
Lombard and other Catholic theologians, so Voetius notes, had seen a proof 
for God's Triunity in this plural form. The same position was maintained by 
Jerome Zanchi, Amandus Polanus von Polansdorf, Heinrich Alting (1583-1644), 
and the Lutheran Jakob Martini (1570-1649). Van den Driessche and Gomarus, 
in contrast, denied this view. Voetius takes a mediating position, arguing that 
the plural form as such can be a pluralis majestatis and offer no support for the 
doctrine of the Trinity. On the other hand, the syntactic construction of a pas- 
sage like Genesis 1:26-27, where “Elohim” is combined with a verb in the first 
person plural and with plural pronominal suffixes, does point to a plurality of 
divine persons.9^ 

Voetius here also defends Zanchi against the attacks of the Münster Jesuits, 
who had charged that his De Tribus Elohim betrayed him as a tritheist. The 
plurality of the name ought not to be understood as if it applies to each of the 
divine Persons distributively, so Voetius noted. The title of Zanchi's work can 
be understood positively insofar as "Elohim" applies collectively to all three 
divine Persons.®° 


quam hae ad illas" On the issue of the vowel points in Reformed orthodoxy, cf. Muller, 
"The Debate over the Vowel Points"; idem, PRRD, II, 406-13. 

83 SD V, 56-57. Here, Voetius refers (among others) to Johannes Reuchlin's famous work De 
Arte Cabbalistica Libri Tres, Hagenau 1517. 

84 SDV, 57: "Quia nomen pluralis numeri, cujus singulare habetur et in Scriptura occurrit, 
construitur cum verbo plurali primae personae, et cum pronominibus affixis pluralis 
numeri: quod idem tamen ibidem cum verbo et cum affixis singularis numeri construetur 
Genes. 1. v. 26. 27." Cf. Lombardus, Sententiae, 1, d. 2, cap. 4 (ed. Quarrachi, 1, 65). 

85 SD V, 57-58: "IX. Probl. An recte dicatur, Pater, Filius, spiritus Sanctus sunt tres elohim? 
Resp[ondetur]. Ut tò elohim notat collective tres personas. Aff[irmatur].... Sed ex opposito 
Neg [atur] si nomen pluraliter acceptum distributive applicaretur singulis personis: e.g., 
Pater est elohim, id est Pater est plures aut tres personae divinae; et sic de Filio et Spiritu 
Sancto. Unde consequitur, quam frustra contra hoc argumentum excipiant Sociniani, 
et quam improbe calumnientur Pontificii in suo Credo Calvinisequarum per Jesuitas 
Monasterienses anno 1606 edito ubi in Zanchii titulum libri de tribus Elohim incurrunt, et 
per ternas personas ab illo statui calumniantur.” Cf. Zanchi, De Tribus Elohim; Bosendorff, 
Credo Calvinisequarum Monasterii. In the context of another question, Voetius discusses 
why the plural “sapientiae” in Prov. 1:20 and 93 is construed with a verb in the singular 
(sp v, 58-59). 


PREDICATES AND ATTRIBUTES 245 
7.6 The Doctrine of the Trinity 


Before we turn to the second part of the question quid sit Deus on the divine 
attributes, we will skip ahead to the question "Who is God" (quis sit Deus), as 
Voetius himself did in his Catechisatie.8° This question is answered as such by 
the doctrine of the Trinity.’ Since Voetius's doctrine of the Trinity deserves 
a monograph of its own, it will only be touched on briefly here.88 A major 
purpose of this section is to avoid the misconception that Voetius's doctrine 
of the attributes overshadows his doctrine of the Trinity. Even though he in 
his Syllabus and Selectae disputationes treats the attributes before the Trinity 
proper, the doctrine of the attributes already forms part of the doctrine of the 


86 Thus follow here the order in Voetius’ Catechisatie, 275-312 (there: 281-91). 

87  SD1,478:"Cognitio et fides, quis sit unus ille verus Deus, habet usum et praxin verae reli- 
gionis (Christianae scil.) immo magnam ejus partem facit; nec omnis ejus praxis haberi 
aut absolvi potest cognitione tod quod et quid sit verus Deus. Iam vero solum dogma de 
Trinitate tradit, quis sit verus Deus." Voetius's doctrine of the Trinity is found in the follow- 
ing texts: SD I, 466-88: "De necessitate et utilitate dogmatis de ss. Trinitate" (Resp.: Petrus 
Johannes Saanvliet; defended on 16 & 23 February 1639); 1, 489-511: “De necessitate et utili- 
tate dogmatis de ss. Trinitate, pars altera" (Resp.: Petrus Johannes Saanvliet; defended on 
23 February 1639); I, 512-20: "Appendix quaestionum de Remonstrantismo" (Resp.: Petrus 
Johannes Saanvliet?; defended on 23 February 1639?). These disputations are reproduced 
in Kuyper, D. Gysberti Voetii Selectarum disputationum fasciculus, 74-115. Since the page 
numbers of these disputations as printed in sp 1 from 1648, which I am using here, are 
also mentioned in Kuyper, further references to this edition are unnecessary. These dis- 
putations as well as the disputation "De articulis et erroribus fundamentalibus" printed 
in SD II, 511-38 were published already in 1641 in Dutch translation; see Voetius, Dry dis- 
putatien, bound into: Voetius, Catechisatie over den Catechismus der remonstranten. 
See also sp v, 136-47: "Notae et exercitationes ad Thomae part. 1. qu. 27-44 de Personis 
Divinis, pars prima" (Resp.: Engelbertus Beeckman; defended on 29 June 1653; I am not 
aware of other parts); Syllabus, G3r-Kar; Catechisatie, 281-91. A thorough treatment 
of Voetius's doctrine of the Trinity should also take into account those disputations 
which are not included in the Disputationes selectae, namely “Disputatio theologica de 
Sanctissima Trinitate" (Resp.: Georgius Csipkes; Utrecht, 1651); "Disputatio theologica 
antitrinitariorum blasphemiis opposita De adorando Sacro Sanctae Trinitatis mysterio" 
(Resp.: Stephanus Póots; Utrecht, 1656). Both disputations are found in the library of the 
Reformed Theological Academy in Sárospatak (Hungary). To date, I have not been able 
to consult them. 

88 On Voetius’s doctrine of the Trinity, cf. Graafland, “Voetius als gereformeerd theoloog,” 
22-23; Loonstra, “De leer van God en Christus in de Nadere Reformatie,” 108-9; Beck, 
"Basic Features, 212-14; and above all Goudriaan, “Die Bedeutung der Trinitätslehre 
nach Gisbert Voetius” On the doctrine of the Trinity in Reformed orthodoxy, cf. Heppe, 
Dogmatik des deutschen Protestantismus, 87-106; Muller, PRRD, rv; Meijering, Reformierte 
Scholastik, 131-50, 218-44; Van Asselt, Federal Theology of Cocceius, 175-93; Neele, Petrus 
van Mastricht, 245-78; Hoek, Melchior Leydecker, 15-27; Rehnman, “The Doctrine of 
God,” 386-400; Beck, “God, Creation, and Providence,” 204-5. Cf. also below, ch. 8.4. 
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Trinity insofar as it too deals with the Triune God. The purpose of this sequence 
is to focus first on the essential attributes common to the three hypostases or 
Persons of the Triune God, before the notional or personal attributes which 
belong specifically to one of the three hypostases are treated.9? 

In his two-part 1639 disputation on the necessity and use of the doctrine 
of the Trinity, Voetius directs himself in particular to the Socinians and the 
Remonstrants sympathetic to them.9? At the very outset he remarks that those 
who stealthily seek to undermine the truth of Christian doctrines most often 
begin by questioning their relevance.?! This is why he sets himself the task of 
working out the salvific necessity of the doctrine of the Trinity. For him, God's 
triunity belongs to the fundamental articles *of ancient and current common 
and catholic Christianity"? In fact, all other fundamental articles such as the 
mission, incarnation, and resurrection of the Son and the outpouring and 
operation of the Spirit in illumination, sanctification, and consolation can be 
said to depend on the doctrine of the Trinity.?? The neutrality to the Trinity 
which Voetius detects among the Remonstrants is therefore highly problem- 
atic. If Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are divine on the basis of their essence, they 
also have to be worshiped as God; but if they are not God, their worship would 


89 Cf. Beck, “Basic Features,” 211214; Muller, PRRD, 111, 153-59; Muller, “Unity and Distinction,” 
316-17, 327-28; Beck, “God, Creation, and Providence,” 196-97, 204-5. 

go  Voetius’s interaction with the Socinians, cf. sD I, 434-41; 111, 809-24. On Socinianism 
more generally, cf. Visser, Bibliographia Sociniana; Mulsow and Rohls, Socinianism and 
Arminianism. 

91 = SD 1, 466: “Qui clanculum subruunt dogmatum Christianorum veritatem, plerumque prius 
in quaestionem vocant eorundem momentum et pondus, ut homines in securitatis somnum 
induti, tanto facilius veritatem illam excuti sibi patiantur, nec decertent pro fide, quae semel 
data est sanctis." 

92 SD 1, 467-71, esp. 467: "Dogma de Trinitate notat … non tam particularem explicationem 
hujus aut illius Doctoris sive scholastici sive eccelsiastici, sive antiqui sive recentis, 
(quamvis hac in parte òpfodoEwrtdtov) quam communem et catholicam Christianismi 
et antiqui et hodierni ... fidem et professionem publice et privatim ubique sonantem." 
Voetius refers repeatedly to the disputation in sp 11, 511-38: "De articulis et erroribus fun- 
damentalibus" (Resp.: Johannes Almeloveen; defended on 18 March 1637); cf. esp. 11, 532. 
Cf. on this Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte des Protestantismus, IV, 355—57. 

93 SD I, 471-73, esp. 472: “VI. Argum. Quod alia fundamentalia (quae ne ipsi quidem 
Remonstrantes negare ausint talia esse) fundat, et unde illa necessario dependent, ita ut 
sublata Trinitate omnia illa corruere necesse sit, illud ipsum est dogma fundamentalis; 
immo fundamentum fundamenti, et npwrwg ac xat’ £&oyry fundamentale. Sed tale est 
dogma de Trinitate. Inde enim pendent dogmata, de Missione filii, de adventu ejus in 
carnem, de ejus satisfactione, de suscitatione sui ipsius et aliorum, de missione Sp[iritus | 
s[anctus] et divinis ejusdem operibus, illuminatione scil. sanctificatione, consolatione." 
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be idolatrous.?^ If we do not recognize the doctrine of the Trinity, we cannot 
recognize God and believe in him as the one who has given us grace and sal- 
vation. This is the soteriological relevance of the doctrine of God's Triunity.95 

Voetius summarizes the core of the doctrine of the Trinity in three main 
points. First, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three truly distinct hypostases 
not only in their names and operations, but also in their mutual relation- 
ships. In the second place, these three hypostases are each true God, Creator, 
Preserver, and Saviour, and thus worthy of equal veneration. In the third place, 
there is an order of subsistence and operations among them: the Father is of 
none, the Son is only from the Father by generation, while the Holy Spirit goes 
out from the Father and the Son by procession.?6 Thus, Voetius adheres to the 
filioque clause of the Western tradition.9” 

When Voetius moves to the use and applicability of this doctrine, he 
becomes all but lyrical: 


Does meditation on this mystery ... not overflow the hearts of believers 
with the most pleasant consolation when they hurry from the unity of 
the Father and the Son to the Father's communion, sojourn, indwelling, 
and most close presence among us through the Son (John 14:23 compared 
with John 20:31; 17:10.22), and then ascend from the divine indwelling and 
embrace that they feel within themselves (Romans 5:5) to the unity of 


94 SD 1,473: “Si filium, et Spir[itum] s[anctum] tanquam unum verum Deum colimus cultu 
divino, qui uni Deo tantum convenita (et non sint tamen unus ille verus cum parte Deus) 
utique crassam committimus idololatriam et tres Deos essentialiter tales fingimus ac 
colimus: sin Anti-Trinitarii non colunt filium, et Sp[iritum] sanct[um] tanquam verum 
Deum essentia cum patre unum, utique ab aoeßeicg, irreligiosiate, immo ab Epicureismo 
et atheismo excusari non possunt." 

95 SD I, 472: "V. Argum. Sine quo dogmate necessaria et summa causa gratiae salutaris et 
salutis cognosci aut credi non potest, illud ipsum est cognitu et creditu necessarium; Sed 
sine dogmate de Trinitate etc. Ergo." 

96  SD1,467-68:^1. Esse tres revera distinctos, patrem sc. filium, et Spir[itum] s[anctum] non 
distinctos ut nomina, aut attributa, aut ut operationes, officia, seu munera unius ejusdem- 
que personae; sed sic distinctos ut sint et possint dici alius et alius: hoc est, esse distinctas 
hypostases. 2. Et tres illos ac unumquemque eorum esse unum illum verum Deum crea- 
turem, conservatorem, redemptorem; quem una religione colimus. 3. Esse ordinem ut 
subsistentiae, ita et operationis istarum hypostasewn. Patrem scil. esse a nemine, filium 
esse a solo patre per generationem; Spir[itum] s[anctum] per processionem a patre et 
filio" Cf. Syllabus, H4r-Kar. 

97 Notably, the Leiden Synopsis and Cocceius tried to mediate between the concerns of the 
Western affirmation and the Eastern rejection of the filioque clause; see Te Velde et al., 
Synopsis purioris theologiae, 1, 236-39; Cocceius, Summa theologiae, 178-86. 
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the Father with the Son considered not only in terms of the economy of 
salvation but also in terms of its divinity — in which contemplation faith 
and saving truth finds its ultimate goal, namely here, in the highest apex 
of all religion, its deepest foundation, the one and Triune God? Could 
this mutual possession, penetration, and indwelling of God in us and of 
us in God, the true tabernacle and dwelling place of God among peo- 
ple, not be better understood, more firmly grasped, and more pleasantly 
felt if one considers the unity of the persons of the divinity, the Father's 
love for the Son, as the example, motive, pillar, and foundation for our 
weak and wavering consciences? Why, when our Saviour passes before 
us in the passages cited, would it not be permitted to call out: I, Lord 
Jesus, am of your Father, because I am yours and you are the Father's; the 
Father loves me because you love me, and the Father loves the Son. The 
Father remains in me, and who will separate me from his love in Christ 
(Romans 8)? Because the Son remains in me, and the Father remains in 
the Son. This indeed is the practice of consolation.?? 


The doctrine of the Trinity thus calls for emulation: the unity of the divine 
Persons should stimulate believers to unite with God. But it is not just about 
believers uniting with God, but also about the unity of believers among 
each other: 


98 


SD I, 480: "An non meditatio mysterii istius secundum scripturas cit. suavissima conso- 
latione corda fidelium perfundet dum discurrunt ab unione patris et filii, ad commu- 
nionem, mansionem, inhabitationem, arctissimam praesentiam patris per filium in 
nobis (Joh. 14. 23. coll. cum Joh. 20. 31. et 17. 10. 22.): et rursum ascendunt ab inhabita- 
tione, et amplexu divino quam in se sentiunt Roman. 5. 5., ad unionem patris cum filio 
non xaT olxovonlav tantum, sed et xatd BeoAoylav considerato: in quam contemplationem 
ultima fidei et fiduciae salutaris fit analysis: hic enim summus totius religionis apex, 
hoc zpocónpocoy fundamentum: Deus unus et trinus. An non mutua haec possessio, 
Teptywenats et inhabitatio Dei in nobis et nostri in Deo, vere tabernaculum oxývy Dei 
cum hominibus, melius concipi, firmius apprehendi, suavius sentiri posset, si tanquam 
exemplum, motiva, omptyya, edpalwua infirmis et fluctuantibus conscientiis nostris 
admoveatur. Unio personarum deitatis, amor patris erga filium? Quidni liceat excla- 
mare praeeunte loc. cit. servatore: Ego domine Iesu, patris tui sum; quia tuus sum, et tu es 
patris; Pater me diligit, quia tu me diligis, et pater diligit filium. Pater in me manet, et quis 
me separabit ab ejus dilectione in Christo Rom. 8.? Quia filius in me manet, et pater manet 
in filio. Haec quidem praxis consolationis." Voetius refers to the concept of mepiyopyats or 
circumsessio in, among others, John of Damascus, De Fide Orthodoxa (PG 94, 789-1228; 
Kotter, Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos). Cf. on this Harrison, "Perichoresis in the 
Greek Fathers"; Cross, “Perichoresis, Deification, and Christological Predication." 
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so that we may unite ourselves most closely and inseparably to God 
through faith and love in order that “God and humanity may adhere 
to each other on all sides” and so that we may further strive to main- 
tain the unity of the Spirit with believers through the bond of peace 
(Ephesians 4).99 


In this context, Voetius cites passages from such mystics as Bernard of 
Clairvaux (1090-1153) and William of Saint-Thierry (1075/80-1148), as well as 
from Augustine and Melanchthon, all of which emphasize humanity's unity 
with God.10 

Given Voetius's heavy emphasis on the salvific necessity and practical use- 
fulness of the doctrine of the Trinity, it is hardly surprising that he sees the con- 
fession of the Trinity as a precondition for church fellowship. In this respect 
there is to be greater tolerance for the Catholics than the Socinians, because 
they do not deny the fundamental doctrines of the Trinity, Christ's person as 
Mediator, and his satisfaction, and because they do not corrupt the doctrines 
of God's grace and the freedom of the human will, the imago Dei, and the res- 
urrection of the body as much as the Socinians do. For Voetius this makes it 
all the more incomprehensible that the Remonstrants are more ready to enter 
into ecclesiastical fellowship with Socinians than Catholics, to say nothing of 
the Reformed.!?! 


99 SD 1, 480: “Nec minor hinc praxis excitationis ad imitandam hanc unionem, ut arctissime 
et dxwplotwg Deo nos ipsos uniamus per fidem, et caritatem, ut undique sibi inhabeant 
Deus et homo ... adhaec ut cum fidelibus studeamus servare unitatem spiritus per vincu- 
lum pacis Ephes. 4.’ The quotation concerns Bernard of Clairvaux, Sermones super Cantica 
Canticorum, 71 (PL 183, 126B). Cf. Boot, De allegorische uitlegging van het Hooglied, esp. 
155-63; Elm, Bernhard von Clairvaux; De Reuver, Verborgen omgang, 21-54; De Reuver, 
Sweet Communion, 29—60. 

100 SD I, 480-81; cf. n. 99; William of St-Thierry, De contemplando Deo, cap. 4 (PL 184, 372C-D; 
in old manuscripts together with the tract "De natura et dignitate amoris" under the title 
“De amore Dei" often ascribed to Bernard; also by Voetius); cf. Verdeyen, La théologie mys- 
tique de Guillaume de Saint-Thierry. Also Augustine, Tract. in Ioh., 48, 10; ad John 10:37-38 
(CCL 36, 418); Melanchthon, Carminum, 111, no. 295 (CR 10,651); cf. Beck, “Melanchthonian 
Thought,” 124-25. On Voetius's relationship to mysticism, cf. De Niet, “Voetius over de 
mystiek.” 

101 SDI, 491: “Atqui tolerabiliores sunt Pontificii quam Sociniani; quia non negant primo prima 
fundamenta de Trinitate, de persona Christi mediatoris, de satisfactione Christi: nec etiam 
ita corrumpunt, dogmata de Gratia Dei et libero arbitrio, de imagine Dei, de resurrectione 
carnis etc. tum quía plerique errores eorum, etiam gravissimi; non ita ipsa fundamentalia 
immediate et primo tollunt per simplicem negationem aut substractionem, ac Sociniani: 
collocant enim juxta fundamentalia, et alia fundamentalia, et sic per additionem corrum- 
punt." To be sure, this is an argumentum ad hominem. I skip Voetius's remarks concerning 
question of tolerance for Anti-Trinitarians; on this issue, see Goudriaan, "Die Bedeutung 
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A final remarkable element is that Voetius is quite restrained when it comes 
to the speculative development of the Trinity. In a 1653 disputation defended 
by Engelbert Beeckman (d. 1708), he does in notes to Thomas Aquinas's Summa 
theologiae (1, qq. 27-44) defend the classical doctrine of the Trinity of the 
western church, but refuses to pronounce himself on scholastic developments 
regarding the Son's procession through the intellect and the Holy Spirit's pro- 
cession through the will.!02 As he had already done in his 1643 Syllabus, Voetius 
prefers to be satisfied with learned ignorance when it comes to the mode and 
manner of their processions.!0 Here he sets himself apart from such theo- 
logians as Daneau, Nikolaus Selnecker (= Selneccerus, 1530-1592), Amadeus 
Polanus von Polansdorf (1561-1610), and Bartholomäus Keckermann (1571- 
1609) who do enter deeper into this Trinitarian question.!* 

Voetius gives five grounds for his restraint, including Scripture's insufficient 
testimony and the absence of a necessity "for the communal edification of 
the church and the increase of godly piety and Christian consolation.”!°> He 
also foresees difficulties in that the aforementioned scholastic view makes 
the personal acts into acts of the intellect and will, which could no longer be 
distinguished from the essential acts with which God understands his own 


der Trinitätslehre nach Gisbert Voetius, 143-45,’ and cf. more generally Van der Wall, 
"Toleration and Enlightenment in the Dutch Republic"; Mandelbrote, "Religious Beliefs 
and the Politics of Toleration”; Frijhoff, “Religious Toleration in the United Provinces"; and 
in particular De Groot, "Heterodoxie, Häresie und Toleranz." 

102 SD V,136-47, esp. 140-47, where Voetius interacts with Aquinas, S. Th., I, q. 27, aa. 3-4. See 
on this Goudriaan, “Die Bedeutung der Trinitätslehre nach Gisbert Voetius,” 137-39. 

103 Syllabus, liv: “An modus generationis sit per intellectum? Respond[emus] malumus. 
D[octa] I[gnoratur].’ Ibid., I2v: “An producatur [Spiritus Sanctus] per modum amoris? 
D[octa] I[gnorantur]. An ideo Amor sit proprium nomen Spj[iritus] S[anctus]? D[octa] 
I[gnorantur]. An pater et filius se diligant Sp[iritu] S[anctu]? Q[uestio] C[uriosa].” sp v, 
146: "Quod si dicas plerasque has quaestiones resecari posse, et [in] doctae ignorantiae 
professione subsisti; ad omnia usque ad extremum respondendum non esse.’ Cf. SD 111, 
668-81, esp. 672, 678. 

104 SD V, 140-43; cf. for instance, Polanus, Syntagma Theologiae, 111, cap. 66 (1304-5); cf. 
on this Faulenbach, Polanus, 156-59; Tipton, “The Ground, Method, and Goal,” ch. 4.6.2. 
Goudriaan, “Die Bedeutung der Trinitätslehre nach Gisbert Voetius,” 137, mentions also 
Philippe Duplessis-Mornay (1549-1623). As to his own opinion, Voetius refers, among 
others, to Franciscus Gomarus (1563-641), Jacobus Arminius (1560-1609) and Lucas 
Trelcatius the Younger (1573-1607). 

105 SD V,143-47: "Qui in scripturis non comparet; nec ipsi ex scripturis probant, aut probare 
conantur" (v, 143); "Quia nulla est necessitas hujus determinationis, neque ad communem 
Ecclesiae aedificationem, pietatisque ac consolationis Christianae incrementum" (v, 146). 
To be sure, it could be remarked here that also other elements of classical Trinitarianism, 
such as the concept of processions or the filioque, cannot be derived directly from 
Scripture. Cf. above, ch. 6.4, n. 78. 
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being with natural and necessary knowledge and loves himself with his love. 
Significantly, in this context Voetius shows himself somewhat sympathetic to 
the explanation proposed by Duns Scotus, who had argued that the appear- 
ance of the Son and Holy Spirit may well occur through intellect and will, while 
the notional acts of generation and spiration (dictio and impulsus) are formally 
still distinguished from the essential acts of understanding and will (intellectio 
and volitio) and structurally ordered accordingly. Voetius defends this position 
against its condemnation by other scholastics to illustrate that there is a great 
amount of remaining uncertainty in respect to this question.!06 


74 Distinction and Division of the Attributes 


774 . God's Simplicity 
While the first subquestion as to what God is (quid sit Deus) concerned God's 
name (quid nominis), the second concerns his “whatness,” or quid rei. The 
^what" cannot be grasped by the human intellect with an adequate concept. 
Instead, a variety of concepts are needed by way of the predication or attribu- 
tion of various attributes of or to God. The quid rei question can therefore be 
answered with a list and description of various attributes.!07 

For Voetius as for the majority of Protestant and Catholic theologians of 
his time, this variety of attributes falls within the context of God's simplicity. 
This makes it worthwhile at this point to examine the disputation De unica et 


106 SD V, 144-45: "Et haec sententia [Scoti] communiter rejicitur, et probatur ejus falsi- 
tas eodem modo, quo falsitas sententiae Durandi … ex autoritate scil., non ex ratione. 
Quaenam illa autoritas? Scripturae, Conciliorum, Patrum; quae omnes contra Durandum, 
et duae posteriores contra Scotum militent? ... Sed frustra erroris condemnatur Durandus, 
et Scotus, eorundemque aut Thomae opinio defendi praetenditur, quam diu autoritates 
scripturae … in aciem non educuntur: ex quibus constare possint istae conclusiones. 
1. Generatio Filii est per intellectum et processio Spiritus S[ancti] per voluntatem, tan- 
quam sua cujusque propria principia productiva. 2. Actus intellectionis et voluntatis sunt 
distincti ab actibus dictionis et impulsus seu inclinationis seu amoris. 3. Aut non distincti, 
saltem formaliter. Quod priores sint actus Deitatis essentiales tribus personis communes: 
posteriores actus notionales seu personales, omnibus personis non communes. 4. Quod 
soli priores, aut soli posteriores, aut utrique sint actus productivi personarum." Cf. on 
Scotus Wetter, Die Trinitütslehre des Johannes Duns Scotus, 31-43, 80-121, 180-204; Vos, 
Johannes Duns Scotus, 228-34; Vos, The Theology, 68-92; Cross, Duns Scotus on God, 223- 
32; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 465-66. 

107 SD V, 50: "Quaestia quid sit Deus, duplex est, una quid nominis, altera quid rei" sp v, 
59: "Accedimus nunc 76 quid rei. Hic primo agendum de attributis in genere; postea de 
attributis in specie tum primi, tum secundi generis." 
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simplicissima Dei essentia (1637), which Voetius later republished in the first 
volume of the Selectae disputationes (1648).108 

In De unica et simplicissima Dei essentia, Voetius attributes simplicity in its 
highest degree to God. He understands "simplicity" in general as the manner 
in which a being is understood as it exists in itself without allowing “composi- 
tion or multiplicity or both.”!°9 Simplicity can be understood in a narrower and 
broader sense, for which Voetius refers his students to such standard reference 
works as the metaphysics of the Reformed philosopher Johannes Combach 
(1585-1651), the well-known Lexicon philosophicum of Rudolph Géckel 
(= Goclenius, 1547-1628), and the Distinctiones of Henri Louis Chasteigner de 
la Rochepozay (= Castaneus, 1577-1651), a Catholic anti-Calvinist polemicist.!° 

For the doctrine of God, Voetius wants to take simplicity in its narrower 
sense, as absolute simplicity in fact, which excludes any and every composi- 
tion and composibility with another thing." For that reason, the disputation 
De unica et simplicissima Dei essentia must consider not only whether God 
is free of every composition of real components, but also whether we can 
speak of composition at all even in an improper sense — namely, of nature 
and individual substance (suppositum), essence and subsistence, or genus and 
differentia. Voetius clearly excludes all such compositions. He also considers 
whether God's being is raised above every multiplicity, distinction or division, 


108 SD 1, 226-45. On the history of the doctrine of simplicity, cf. Fah, Die Einfachheit Gottes; 
Hódl, "Die philosophische Gotteslehre"; Burrell, Aquinas; Immink, Divine Simplicity, 
97-162; Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 35-62; Muller, PRRD, 111, 38-44, 53-58, 70-86; 
Suárez, On the Various Kinds of Distinctions. On Reformed orthodoxy, cf. Muller, PRRD, 
11, 273-84; Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 1, 189-90; Neele, Petrus van Mastsricht, 
234-44; Te Velde, The Doctrine of God, 139-50; Rehnman, "The Doctrine of God,” 376-79. 

109 SD I, 227: "Simplicitas in genere est modus, quo ens per se unum esse intelligitur, et 
opponitur compositioni aut multitudini, aut utrique, prout vox presse vel late accipitur" 

110 SDI, 227; cf. Combachius, Metaphysicorum libri duo, 1, cap. 5 “De Uno" (51-64); ibid., cap. 
22 "De Identitate et Distinctione" (281-89); Goclenius, Lexicon philosophicum, s.v. “com- 
positio" (421-24); ibid., s.v. "distinctio" (551-52); ibid., s.v. "simplicitas" (1037); Chasteigner 
de la Rochepozay, Celebriorum distinctionum synopsis, s.v. “compositio” (18-20); ibid., s.v. 
"distinctio" (28-30); ibid., s.v. "simplicitas" (115). With the exception of the preface, the 
latter work consists exclusively of tables; in the seventeenth century, such tables were 
very popular for pedagogical reasons. 

111 SD I, 227: “Nos stricte intelligimus hic simplicitatem non tantum comparative, qualis est 
in angelis et animabus separatis, nec tantum simpliciter simplicem, qualis etiam mate- 
riae primae, formae, differentiae ultimae et ultimate abstractis convenit; sed eam, quam 
vocant, absolute et summe simplicem, per quam fit ut res nec in se sit composita, nec ali- 
quid ipsi componibile, nec ipsa alicui componibilis.” Thus, absolute simplicity is contrasted 
with comparative simplicity which excludes composition only with respect to something 
else. Cf. Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 11. 
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priority and posteriority.!? Voetius leaves no doubt that the terms "simplic- 
ity" or "originality" exclude “every dependence, posteriority, reduction, com- 
position, multiplicity, or division that indirectly overturns unity and therefore 
implies polytheism”! Later on it will nevertheless become clear that he does 
leave room for a real distinction between the divine Persons, and for a more 
than purely logical distinction between the divine attributes themselves and 
between them and God's being. 

Formally the divine attribute of "simplicity" expresses that God is free from 
every composition or plurality. Formally, therefore, this attribute is nega- 
tive. Yet Voetius emphasizes that the word "simplicitas" materially signifies a 
“positive perfection through which a negation is applied to God just like the 
negation 'incorporeality' materially signifies the content of the notion 'spir- 
it."^ We understand God's negative attributes as being negative only because 
of the creaturely order, since creaturely names must be applied to God by 
way of negation (per viam negationis).!5 For that reason, God's simplicity as 


» us D us 


well as the other negative attributes of "infinity" “immutability,” “incompre- 


» us 


hensibility,” “incorporeality,” and “invisibility” belong to the class or “moment” 
(momentum) of God's incommunicable attributes, which cannot be common 
to him and humanity.!!$ 

Voetius offers five arguments for God's "simplicity"? In the first place, such 
Scripture passages as Isaiah 44:6, Acts 1:8, 21:6, and 22:13, and Romans n:35-36 


112 SD I, 277: "atque adeo an [Deus] liber sit ab omni multiplicitate, distinctione seu divi- 
sione, prioritate et posteritate in essentia sua." 

113 SD 1, 276: “Notione primitatis et simplicitatis excludimus omnem dependentiam, posteriori- 
tatem, minoritatem, compositionem, multiplicitatem ac divisionem, quae indirecte unitatem 
subvertit et consequenter quandam nokvdeórnra implicat." 

114 SD I, 227: "Vox simplicitatis quamvis videatur positiva, revera tamen est negativa, quia 
formaliter enuntiat in Deo non esse compositionem aut multiplicitatem. Nihilominus 
materiale ejus significatum est perfectio positiva, per quam Deo convenit talis negatio; 
quomodo per tò incorporeum materialiter significatur ratio Spiritus." 

115 SD I, 227: "Quod autem nos negative illa attributa [negativa] concipimus et proferimus, 
hoc provenit ex ordine ad creaturas, quia significantur nominibus creaturarum per viam 
negationis, et in ordine ad illas concipiuntur.” On the “via negationis" in the Early Middle 
Ages, cf. the instructive article by Otten, "In the Shadow of the Divine." 

116 SD 1, 227: "Quarto; ejusdem generis et momenti cum simplicitate sunt attributa incom- 
municabilitatis, infinitatis, immutabilitatis, incomprehensibilitatis, incorporeitatis, 
invisibilitatis" All of these traditional attributes are also listed, for instance, in the 
Confessio Belgica, art. 1. There, incorporeitas is not mentioned explicitly. Instead, the 
confession includes the remark that God is a “eenvoudich geestelick wesen” or “simplex 
essentia spiritualis,’ respectively. See Bakhuizen Van den Brink, Nederlandse belijdenis- 
geschriften, 71. 

117 Cf. the similar argumentation in Aquinas, S. Th., 1, q. 3, aa. 3-4; Scotus, Ordinatio 1, d. 8, p. 1, 
q. 1, nn. 6-19 (ed. Vat., Iv, 154-61); Zanchi, De natura Dei seu De divinis attributis, 11, cap. 2 
(56—64). Cf. also Immink, Divine Simplicity, 123-62. 
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imply an "originality and independence with respect to being as well as oper- 
ation.” God's being therefore cannot be the result of a composition from 
elements that already exist.!? Secondly, from God's highest and infinite per- 
fection it follows that as pure act, there can be no potency in him; in God there 
cannot be anything that is incomplete or in a state of being perfected. Since 
every composition (omnis compositio) is a part of the act-potency scheme, 
all compositions including those of genus and differentia, matter and form, 
integrated and integrating part, essence and existence, nature and individual 
substance, as well as subject and accident must be excluded.!? In the third 
place, Deuteronomy 6:4, Psalms 102:28, and God's name in Exodus 314-15 
together with the Greek translation “6 àv" (“the one who is"), also found in 
Revelation 1:8, prove that God is entirely “one and the same"? Fourthly, for 
there to be composition in God, there would have to be a higher cause for this 
composition, which would of course be absurd.!?! The fifth argument returns 
to the second argument, and demonstrates for each of the most important 
compositions listed why it cannot apply to God.!?? Finally, in the sixth argu- 
ment Voetius appeals to the “consensus of the early church and of the fathers,” 
of the scholastics in their commentaries on Lombard's Sententiae 1, dist. 8 and 
on Thomas's Summa theologiae, 1, q. 3, esp. a. 7, and of the recent opponents of 
the Socinians, Vorstius, and Remonstrants among whom Voetius significantly 
includes the Jesuit Martin Becanus (1563-1624).123 


118 SD1, 277-78, esp. 277: “unde colligimus primitatem et independentiam Dei tam in essendo 
quam operando.” 

119 SDI, 228: "quia omnis compositio ut et compositum est ex actu et potentia: nam genus, 
materia, pars integrata, essentia, natura, subjectum habent rationem potentiae; contra 
differentia, forma, pars integrans, existentia, suppositum, accidens, habent rationem 
actus." 

120 SD I, 228: "Probatur autem omnia, quae sunt in Deo, esse Deum, esse unum, idemque 
ac ipsum 1. ex nomine Jehova WN PAN TAN Gr. 6 àv Exod. 3. 14. 15. cum Apocal. 1. 8. 
6 dy xal 6 Hv xoi 6 Epyópevos” The inverted order of the Hebrew expression in the original 
(probably due to the line break) has been corrected here. 

121 SD I, 229: "Atqui ubi et quae est illa causa prior et superior Deo, quae Dei substantiam 
componeret?" 

122 SD I, 229-30. 

123 SD 1, 230. As Zanchi before him and Turretin after him, Voetius refers, among others, 
to Augustine, De Trinit. 6, c. 6 and 5, c. 1; cf. Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, xu, 191 
(fn. 112). On the significance that Voetius attributes to consensus patrum, cf. SD 1, 74-103, 
esp. 92-93. As to Becanus, Voetius probably refers to Becanus, Tractatus de Deo et attributis 
divinis (1611), and perhaps also to the Refutatio Apologiae (1610); cf. Schriver, “Orthodoxy 
and Diplomacy,’ 454. In Mulsow and Rohls, Socinianism and Arminianism, Becanus is not 
mentioned. 
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Among the opponents of God's simplicity, Voetius lists not only early here- 
tics such as the anthropomorphites who conceived of God after the image of 
the human body, but also the Socinians, as well as the Remonstrants — espe- 
cially Vorstius — who largely follow the Socinians in this respect.!2* Partly in the 
context of his polemic against these opponents, Voetius considers three issues, 
namely, the relationship of the doctrine of simplicity to the doctrine of Trinity, 
to the attributes, and to the decrees.!25 

Before we turn to Voetius's treatment of these issues,!?6 we will briefly high- 
light the use Voetius sees in the doctrine of divine simplicity. First of all, it 
clearly explains God's unicity; He alone has this attribute. In the second place, 
against the ancient and recent heretics, God is kept from every imperfection 
and mutability. Thirdly, this doctrine helps us to speak of God confidently and 
reverently in church and school. Fourth, this doctrine brings the "light of a 
lofty mysticism" and a “pious contemplation" when we consider that there are 
three Persons in this one divine essence, each of which has the whole essence 
and, in mutual permeation (égzreptywpyors), “perpetually and inseparably is in 
and with the other, and embraces, permeates..., possesses, loves, and glorifies 
the other"?7 This observation alone suffices to demonstrate that for Voetius 
the doctrine of simplicity in no way conflicts with the doctrine of the Trinity, 
but in fact supports it. Fifth, it unveils the error of the Remonstrants who dis- 
tance themselves from the Belgic Confession and come close to the Socinians' 


124 SD 1, 230-32, and on Socinianism, cf. Visser, Bibliographia Sociniana; Mulsow and Rohls, 
Socinianism and Arminianism. Next to the Socinian Catechesis Racoviensis Voetius quotes 
extensively from the Apologia pro confessione sive declaratione sententiae eorum qui in 
Foederato Belgio vocantur Remonstrantes (1629), 41-42, attributed to his former univer- 
sity friend Simon Episcopius. In addition, he cites Vorstius, Tractatus Theologicus de Deo, 
Notae ad disputationem III, 207, 209-10, 214, 219, 221, 246. Cf. on this the literature over- 
view De controversiis Vorstianis in Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1651), 260—61, and cf. 
Kühler, Het Socinianisme, 64—65; Gootjes, De geestelijkheid van God, 53-56; Van 't Spijker, 
"Conradus Vorstius”; Van 't Spijker, “Heidelberger Gutachten"; Te Velde, "Eloquent Silence,” 
598—605; Rohls, “Der Fall Vorstius”; Te Velde, “Collateral Damage?" 

125 SDI, 232-44. 

126 The relationship to the doctrine of the Trinity and the doctrine of the attributes is treated 
in ch. 7.7.2, the relationship to the doctrine of the decrees in ch. 9.4. 

127 SD 1, 244: "Vel imprimis hinc lumen infertur sublimi mysticae, et piae isti contempla- 
tioni; quod in unica Dei essentia subsistant tres personae, eamque totam singulae pos- 
sideant, et una persona perpetuo ac inseparabiliter sit in altera ac cum altera, eamque 
complectatur, permeet, (mutuam gurepiywpyciv vocant patres Graeci) possideat, amet, 
et glorificet.” Voetius refers to John 12.5.18; 1430.11.23; 17:21; Prov. 8:22.30. Cf. SD 1, 479-81; 
Goudriaan, “Die Bedeutung der Trinitätslehre nach Gisbert Voetius,” 143; above, ch. 7.6. To 
be sure, Voetius does not advocate a social doctrine of the Trinity as found, for instance, 
in Moltmann, Trinität und Reich Gottes. 
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Raccovian Catechism. Sixth, this doctrine makes clear how we can only think 
spiritually of God's essence and how all our earthly concepts and ideas are 
insufficient. Seventh, the simplicity of the divine essence and his attributes 
implies that his promises are trustworthy, which can prevent us from falling 
into superstitious practices. Finally, it is clear that this doctrine is not “purely 
speculative, scholastic, metaphysical, or fruitless with respect to all confidence 
and every piety,” as is correctly demonstrated even by Arminius who unlike his 
Socinianizing Remonstrant followers did not exclude such attributes from the 
divine essence.!28 


7.7.2 Real, Formal, and Conceptual Distinction 

If God is per se simple and free of all composition and plurality, what does 
this mean for the doctrines of the Trinity and the divine attributes?!2? When 
it comes to the Trinity, Voetius already shows at the beginning of his disputa- 
tion that the principle "of the distinction and transcendental plurality of the 
Persons or rather of the modes and relations differs widely" compared to the 
attributes.!30 Voetius later explains that the divine persons are really (realiter) 
distinguished from each other "since the Scriptures speak one thing of the 
Father, another of the Son, and yet another of the Holy Spirit" (John 5:32; 14:16), 
and since the divine Persons “are opposed to each other relatively"?! However, 
they are not to be distinguished essentially from each other, since not every 
real distinction is an essential distinction, although the converse is indeed 
truel32 Furthermore, the divine Persons are not distinguished from the divine 
essence in a real sense, but “on the basis of the nature of the thing, as related to 
the effects" (ex natura rei eminenter).153 


128 SD I, 244-45, esp. 245: "Ita videbimus doctrinam hanc non esse mere speculativam, 
Scholasticam, metaphysicam, aut omnis fiduciae ac pietatis sterilem. Recte Arminius 
Disput. privat. xv. thes. 10. Hi modi supereminentiae etc. in vita Dei et vitae facultatibus con- 
siderati infinitam in Theologia utilitatem habent, et religionis verae non minimum sunt fun- 
damentum. Ubi notandum ipsum attributa illa Dei etiam includere, quae cum Socinianis 
Remonstrantes excludunt" Cf. Arminius, Disputationes privatae, disp. 15, th. 10 (353). 

129 Voetius poses this question also in view of the doctrine of the decrees; see below, ch. 9.4. 

130 SD 1, 227: “nam distinctionis et multitudinis transcendentalis personarum atque adeo 
modorum et relationum longe alia est ratio." On the doctrine of the Trinity, cf. above, 
ch. 7.6. 

131 SD 1, 244 [read: 242]: “Posteriori modo [= inter se], personae distinguuntur realiter, quia 
scriptura alium dicit patrem, alium filium, alium spiritum sanctum Johan. 5. v. 32 et 14. 16. 
et quia relative opponuntur: atqui opposita qua talia non possunt esse idem." 

132 SD I, 244 [read: 242]: *Non tamen distinguuntur essentialiter; omnis quidem distinctio 
essentialis est realis, sed non contra.” 

133 SD I, 244 [read: 242]: "Priori modo [= cum essentia] negamus personas divinas realiter 
distingui ab essentia: sed dicimus eas realiter idem esse cum essentia, distingui tantum 
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If someone were still to argue that the plurality of Persons does introduce 
a composition into the divine essence, Voetius would respond as follows: “A 
composition requires not only a distinction of elements, but also their union.” 
Yet precisely this is not true for the divine Persons, since they are not united 
in a formal sense: there is not one Person, but three.!3* Furthermore, compo- 
sition means that when different elements are distinguished, one relates to 
the other as act does to potency. It is no coincidence that Voetius adopts this 
criterion from a Scotist, namely, Martin Meurisse (1584-1664).13° For he comes 
very close to the Scotist non-identitas formalis a parte rei, which Scotus also 
described as a distinctio realis and worked out significantly in the context of 
his doctrine of the Trinity.!36 

The second main question addressed by Voetius concerns the way the attrib- 
utes are distinguished from the divine essence and from each other. Voetius 
is aware that this matter is debated among the schoolmen, but emphasizes 
against the Socinians that the Thomist and Scotist scholastics are unanimous 
in their concern to “remove all composition from God."?? Thus when Vorstius 


ex natura rei eminenter" In the seventeenth century, a “distinctio ex natura rei" was clas- 
sified as a "distinctio secundum scotistas”; see Chasteigner de la Rochepozay, Celebriorum 
distinctionum synopsis, 28-29, and cf. sp v, 60. Cf. on "eminenter" Muller, PRRD, 111, 287: 
"A distinction made formaliter belongs to the primary actuality of a substance or essence, 
whereas a distinction made eminenter identifies the causal foundation or ground in a 
thing of some other thing, effect, or attribute outside of the thing itself" 

134 SD 1, 236: "Compositio requirit non tantum distinctionem extremorum, sed et unionem. 
Sed personarum qua talium, ut formaliter sumuntur, non est unio; quia non est una per- 
sona, sed tres." 

135 SD 1, 248 [read: 238]: "Rectius ergo fecerint scriptores et Doctores metaphysicae … si accu- 
ratius et pressius definiant Compositionem, Quod sit distinctio plurium, quorum unum 
se habet ut actus, et aliud ut potentia. Quomodo ex recentioribus Meurisse, in sua meta- 
physica ad mentem Scoti lib. I quaest. 23.” Cf. Meurisse, Rerum metaphysicarum, lib 1, q. 23 
(238a-42a: "Utrum ex essentia et existentia fiat composition in rebus creatis?"), esp. 238a: 
"Praenotandum 1. totuplicem assignari posse compositionem, quotuplex est aliquorum, 
quorum unum se habet ut actus, et aliud ut potentia, distinctio." 

136 Cf. Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 2, p. 2, qq. 1-4, nn. 246-77 (ed. Vat., XVI, 205-17); Ordinatio, 1, 
d. 2, p. 2, qq. 1-4, nn. 388—410 (ed. Vat., 11, 349-61); Wetter, Die Trinitätslehre des Johannes 
Duns Scotus, 61—72 (in comparison to Thomas, Bonaventure, and Henry of Ghent); Vos, 
The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 255-63, esp. 260: "With Duns, the notions of real iden- 
tity, real distinction, and formal identity may go hand in hand. When we overlook this, the 
whole theory becomes a mess." 

137 SD I, 232: "Quidquid in explicatione terminorum et controversiae hujus varient sive 
Metaphysici, sive Scholastici Thomistae et Scotistae, omnes tamen hoc certatim agunt ut 
omnem compositionem a Deo removeant.” In this context, Voetius refers to the survey of 
the Scotist Rada, Controversiae theologicae, 1, contr. 4: "Verum divina attributa inter se, et 
ab essentia, et similiter relationes ab essentia Dei ex natura rei formaliter distinguantur?" 
(56a—-85b). 
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appeals to the Scotists when he places question marks behind the doctrine of 


», u 


simplicity, he does them a "great injustice": *no one shrinks back more from 
allowing ... an improper composition in God and similar absurdities of the 
Vorstians than do Scotus and his followers.”!38 

Voetius and his student Engelbertus Beeckman provided an insightful over- 
view of the debate in a hitherto unknown disputation De distinctione attrib- 
utorum (1652).!89 In this disputation, Voetius and Beeckman illustrate that 
Scotus and Aquinas diverge in their treatment of this question. While Scotus 
and his followers speak of a "formal distinction on the basis of the nature of 
the thing" (distinctio formalis ex natura rei),^? Thomas maintains a “distinction 
by reason of analysis" (distinctio rationis ratiocinatae) or a "virtual distinction" 
(distinctio virtualis).'^! Although terminologically at least the distinctio rationis 


138 sD 1, 249 [read: 239]: “Maximam itaque injuriam fecit Vorstius Scoto et Scotistis, quod eos 
in patrocinium suae 9eouayias hic advocaverit. Nemo enim magis abhorret ab ulla vel mi- 
nima ac maxime impropria compositione in Deo admittenda, et similibus absurdis Vorstianis, 
quam Scotus cum suis; ut videre est apud Rhadam modo cit” Voetius refers to Rada, 
Controversiae theologicae, I, contr. 4, app. 2 (82-84). 

139 Disputatio philosophico-theologica, continens quaestiones duas, de distinctione attributo- 
rum divinorum, et libertate voluntatis, Utrecht, 1652. I “discovered” this disputation in the 
"Andover-Harvard Theological Library,’ Cambridge, MA (Shelfmark: R.B.R. 602.2 V876.4 
dsd 1637) (I am thankful to the librarians for allowing me to transcribe the text). Possibly, 
Voetius is not the direct author of this disputation, but in line with the common practice 
in the seventeenth century he can be considered as the auctor intellectualis, who at least 
supervised the student's preparations, led the disputation, and published the text; cf. Van 
Asselt and Dekker, “Inleiding,” 14-22. About Engelbertus Beeckman - not to be confused 
with Isaak Beeckman — we know little more than that he came from Nijmegen (the title 
page mentions "Neom[agium].-Gelr[ia.]"), became a pastor first (in 1656) in “Genniper 
Huis" (Kleef) near Nijmegen and later in Nijmegen. He died on 8 September 1708. On this 
disputation, cf. also Muller, PRRD, 111, 284, n. 316, to whom I am indebted for stimulating 
discussions about this disputation, and on the history of the debate, cf. ibid., 53-61, 70-82; 
Suárez, On the Various Kinds of Distinctions; Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 39-62: Henry of 
Ghent (40-41) Godfrey of Fontaines (41-42), Scotus (42-46), Ockham (46-56), Marsilius 
of Inghen (56-62). 

140 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Aar: “Et hic, si alicubi, dissentit Thomas a Scoto. Statuit enim hic 
distinctionem Formalem ex Natura rei, et sequuntur omnes Scotizantes.” Cf. Grajewski, 
The Formal Distinction; Borak, “De fundamento distinctionis formalis"; Noone, “La dis- 
tinction formelle”; Bolliger, Infiniti contemplatio, 218-362; Cross, Duns Scotus on God, 103- 
13; Schmidt, "Die Unvermeidlichkeit der distinctio formalis"; Vos, The Philosophy of John 
Duns Scotus, 255-63. 

141 Cf. Knebel, “Entre logique mentaliste et métaphysique conceptualiste"; Knebel, "Distinctio 
rationis ratiocinantis.” Translating these terms is exceedingly difficult. Distinctio rationis 
ratiocinatae is opposed to a purely rational distinction (distinctio rationis ratiocinan- 
tis) and could be translated as “distinction of the conceptual analysis of a thing” or, 
with Muller, as “distinction by reason of analysis” (Muller, Dictionary, s.v. “distinctio”). 
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ratiocinatae cannot be found in Thomas Aquinas,'42 Voetius correctly points 
out that it is favoured by the Jesuits among whom he names Pedro Hurtado de 
Mendoza (1578-1641), Francicsco de Oviedo (1602-1651), Roderico de Arriaga 
(1592-1667), and Martin Becanus.4? 

Voetius and Beeckman report that the Scotist school added for the purposes 
of explanation that the term “real” (realis) can be understood in two ways: first, 
"real" can apply to that which has a positively existing entity in a thing; sec- 
ond, to that which precedes the active act of the intellect. If “real” is taken in 
the former sense, it does not suffice to divide *being" into real and concep- 
tual being. There has to be something in-between, a *middle" being, which the 
Scotists designated as "formal" being.!^^ In other words, what precedes the act 
of the intellect is not only something “real” in the first sense described above, 
but there is also something else. This other thing consists in the formal princi- 
ples ( formalitates) or objective meanings (rationes obiectivae) within the same 
thing or entity, which are independent from the intellect and can be perceived 
by the intellect by means of a variety of formal concepts.!^5 These formal con- 
cepts nevertheless have a twofold imperfection in that they are improper 
and inadequate.^9 The Scotists differ from the Thomists by describing the 


Distinctio virtualis could be translated as “distinction according to its power" (virtus = 
power). 

142 Cf. Schütz, Thomas-Lexikon, s.v. "distinctio" (244-46). According to Knebel, "Distinctio 
rationis ratiocinantis, 148-49, this kind of distinction became conventional among 
Thomists only in the sixteenth century. 

143 Hurtado de Mendoza, Disputationes de universa philosophia, disp. 7, nn. 75-82 (143-44); 
Oviedo, Cursus philosophicus, 11, Met., contr. 4, punct. 2, nn. 1-19: "De distinctione ex 
natura rei" (308b—313a); punct. 4, nn. 1-25: "De distinctione virtuali in ordine ad prae- 
dicata contradictoria" (318a—324b); punct. 7, nn. 1-8 "De distinctione rationis ratiocinan- 
tis, et ratiocinatae” (328b-330b); Arriaga, Cursus philosophicus, Met., disp. 1, sect. 4 “De 
Distinctione,’ nn. 91-97, esp. 97 (830b-832b, esp. 831b): “Alia est distinctio virtualis, id est 
quoad aequivalentiam, vel quia causa una indivisibilis habet virtutem plurium causarum, 
vel quia res indivisibilis est capax praedicatorum contradictoriorum, et haec ... est inter 
alias virtuales maxima, solumque in Deo reperitur"; Becanus, Summa, I, tract. 1, cap.1"De 
Attributis divinis in communi" (30a-35a). 

144 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A2v: "Priori modo; volunt Ens, et Distinctionem ... insufficienter 
dividi in Realem und Rationis, sed inter illas dari mediam, quod arcte tenent, accurateque 
defendunt." 

145 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A2v: "Distinctio formalitatum, seu rationum objectivarum in 
eadem (N.B.) Entitate, distinctis conceptibus formalibus, perfectis, conceptibilium” Cf. 
Meurisse, Rerum metaphysicarum, lib. 1, q. 7 (g6b-107b: “An Conceptum Entis sit alioquo 
modo praecisus, et distinctus, ante intellectum, a suis inferioribus?"), esp. g8a—ggb. 

146 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A2v: “Nota hic obiter, quod per perfectionem illam in concep- 
tibus formalibus requisitam, duplicem includant imperfectionem: Improprietatis, in con- 
ceptu praescissivo definitionem a definito. Inadaequationis, in conceptu praescindente 
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distinction not only as a formal distinction before the act of the intellect 
(which a number of Thomists including Cajetan also allow), but as an actual 
formal ( formalis actualis) distinction as opposed to a *merely" virtual or fun- 
damental formal (virtualis seu fundamentalis) distinction." In other words, a 
formal distinction must not only have a foundation in the divine essence — i.e., 
on the basis of its operations — , but also be there present “actually.” 

What do the Scotists argue in support?!48 Voetius and Beeckman limit 
themselves to supplying two arguments. In the first place, God is before our 
understanding “God,” “godhead,” “justice,” and “goodness,” although these 
attributes are really identified with him (coidentificantur). As a result, the for- 
mal principles ( formalitates) of these attributes are distinguished "following 
from the nature of the thing.” In each case, the formal meaning of the attribute 
differs; for that reason we worship God in his divinity, but not — formally — his 
justice or goodness. It is significant that Voetius and Beeckman in this context 
emphasize how the Scotists, in contrast to the Socinianizing Remonstrants, 
in the end do maintain the real identity (rather than formal identity) of the 
divine essence with the attributes.^? 

In the second place, God himself understands his perfection as formally 
distinct: God perceives that he is merciful formally in regard to his mercy, but 
not in regard to his justice or wisdom. These perfections are therefore distin- 
guished in their existence, and not only on the basis of a “rational” being which 
God had to cause for himself. Voetius thought that the objections proposed 


modum intrinsecum a ratione formali istius formalitatis, cujus est modus.” Cf. on this 
Honnefelder, Scientia transcendens, 160—62 (Scotus), and ibid., 215-29 (Suárez). 

147  Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A2v: "Statuuntque hanc ante actum intellectus, actualem, et in 
eo dissentiunt a quibusdam Thomistis, qui quidem eam formalem posse vocari conce- 
dunt, sed non Formalem actualem, sed virtualem seu fundamentalem; sic Cajetan. loco 
infra citando. Cf. ibid., Agv, where Voetius quotes De Vio (Cajetan), De ente et essentia, 
[cap. 6], q. 12 [read:13], (172-87, esp. 175), and cf. on this work Braun, Ontische Metaphysik. 

148 Scotus himself commonly spoke of a distinctio or non-identitas formalis without the addi- 
tion "actualis." 

149 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A3r: “1. Deus antecedenter ad intellectum, est Deus, Deitate, non 
Iustitiae, vel Bonitate, licet realiter cum ipso coidentificentur. Ergo formalitates sunt ex 
Natura rei distinctae, Deus, Iustitia, et Bonitas. Major quae admittitur ab adversariis ulte- 
rius declaratur, quia alioquin darentur plures rationes sub qua, sive formales cultus religi- 
osi, quod esset Remonstrantium in morem Socinianizare. Sub illa ratione formali oportet 
adorari, et Deus, et Christus, sub qua vel per quam Deus est; Sed dicet Scotista, secundum 
Te est Deus formaliter, non tantum per Deitatem, sed et per Bonitatem, et per Iustitiam, vel 
sub ratione formali Deitatis quod idem est. Ergo qua Deus non tantum sed et qua Iustus, 
qua Bonus adorandus.” 

150 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Agr: “Illa quae formaliter distincta intelliguntur habent dis- 
tinctionem ut existentem. Sed perfectiones Divinae, ab ipso formaliter intelliguntur 
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by Cajetan, the French Carmelite Blasius a Conceptione (1603-1694), and 
Becanus had already been resolved by the Franciscans Theodor Smising 
(ca. 1580-1626) and Juan de Rada (ca. 1545-1608).15! 

The Thomist school, however, refuses to allow a middle ground between 
real and rational being, since for the act of the intellect being is contradic- 
tory to non-being.!?? This means in turn that the division of being into “real” 
and “rational” being suffices. As a result, the divine attributes are distinguished 
from each other only conceptually. They can be considered in two senses: as 
they are in themselves, or as we understand them on that basis. The former 
involves a virtual distinction, "since it is granted only through the intellect in 
an actual sense, although the force with respect to the final term (virtus ter- 
minandi), which is supposed from the side of the object..., precedes the intel- 
lect^53 God's attributes are distinguished, we could say, in that they have a 
distinct force of operation independently of human understanding. "Virtual" 
therefore does not mean “unreal.” But if we consider the attributes in the lat- 
ter sense, that is, as our intellect understands them, the conceptual distinc- 
tion must be further differentiated as a distinctio rationis ratiocinatae. This is 
a distinction “that is also called ‘fundamental’ because its actuality flows out 
of the intellect" Thomists are divided, however, in their identification of this 
foundation.5^ Voetius mentions God's perfection considered absolutely, 
perfection in comparison to creaturely perfection, or God's perfection in 
comparison to another divine perfection as possible solutions. All of these 
proposals place the foundation for this distinction outside of the human 


distinctae, ita ut intelligat Deus se esse Misericordem per Misericordiam formaliter, 
non per Justitiam, nec Sapientiam. Ergo habent distinctionem ut existentem; illa autem 
rationis esse nequit; sic namque Deus ens rationis causaret." 

151 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A3r: "Quae de Simplicitate et Infinitate a Cajetano, Blasio, et 
Becano objiciuntur. Solvit Smisingh et Rada” Cf. for Cajetan and Becanus above, nn. 143 
and 147. Blasius wrote a Metaphysica in III libros divisa, in quibus metaphysicales … quaes- 
tiones disputantur, iuxta eximiam angelici Doctoris D. Thomae et scholae eius Doctrinam 
(Paris, 1640); cf. esp. lib. 1, disp. x11, qu. 22, § 2 (336b-339b). Cf. also Smising, Disputationes 
theologicae, tract. 2, disp. 1, q. 2, nn. 12-39 (48-54); Rada, Controversiae theologicae, 1, 
contr. 4 (59a—79b). 

152 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A3r: “Negat Thomista Ens non dividi sufficienter in Reale et 
Rationis, cum esse et non esse ante actum negotiativum intellectus contradictorie oppo- 
nantur, ex vi cujus medium nullum admittant." 

153 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A3r-Aav: "inter priori modo considerata, est distinctio virtualis, 
quia actu non datur nisi per intellectum, licet virtus terminandi (liceat sic loqui) ex parte 
objecti supponatur, antecedenter ad intellectum." 

154 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A3v: “posteriori modo est inter ea rationis ratiocinatae, quae 
et fundamentalis, quia actualitas ab intellectu fluit, nuncupatur... De fundamento hujus 
distinctionis disceptant Thomistae, necdum decisa lis est." 
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intellect.55 Something not noted by Voetius and Beeckman is that the distinc- 
tio rationis ratiocinatae stands opposed to the distinctio rationis ratiocinans, 
which can be characterized as a purely intellectual or logical distinction.!56 

According to Voetius, the Thomist position was not only advocated "by all 
Thomists and the majority of the Jesuits,’ but also defended by “almost all 
Reformed theologians" as the most convincing solution. He and Beeckman too 
assume "the truth of the position of the Thomists together with the Reformed 
theologians,” although they do still want to consider “whether and how the 
position of the Scotists can be properly explained or at the very least excused 
by applying certain terminological distinctions"57 With this statement, 
Voetius shows himself remarkably sympathetic to the Scotist view. 

Voetius already indicated how he would modify the Scotist distinction in 
his disputation De unica et simplicissima Dei essentia from 1637. There too he 
showed his preference for the distinctio rationis ratiocinantis et ratiocinatae 
over the Scotist distinction ex natura rei formaliter. All the same, he under- 
stands the distinction distinctio rationis ratiocinatae as being 


from the side of the thing, because the objective concepts are not distin- 
guished in themselves really, through the act, but virtually or eminently 
inthe effects, outcomes, and ending points. This distinction they properly 
call “by reason of analysis,” virtual, or eminent distinction, or (if we apply 
the Scotist terminology) formal distinction on the basis of the nature of 
the thing, not through the act but through the power or eminently.!?8 


155 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Agv. Barth, Church Dogmatics, 11/2, 329 (KD 11/2, 370), claims 
unjustly that in the older Protestant and Catholic dogmatics “an explanation of what is 
to be understood by this fundamentum has never been vouchsafed.” Cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 
287, n. 324; Reeling Brouwer, Karl Barth, 58. 

156 Cf. Knebel, "Distinctio rationis ratiocinantis"; Knebel, “Entre logique mentaliste et méta- 
physique conceptualiste.” 

157 Voetius, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A3v: “Defenditur sententia Thomistica ab omnibus Thomistis 
et plerisque Jesuitis.... Estque fere communis inter Theologos reformatos, quippe tutior. 
Nos utriusque partis argumenta considerantes, et veritatem sententiae Thomistarum 
cum Theologis Reformatis praesupponentes, tentabimus nihilominus in ipso disputa- 
tionis actu disquirere, an et quomodo sententia Scotistarum, distinctionibus terminorum 
adhibitis, recte explicari, aut saltem excusari possit." Unfortunately, the potentially more 
elaborate version of this disputation is probably lost. 

158 sp 1, 233: "Hanc [i.e., distinctio rationis ratiocinatae] vero a parte rei, quia varii sunt 
conceptus objectivi non realiter, actu, in se; sed virtualiter seu eminenter in effectibus, 
egressibus et terminationibus distincti. Hanc distinctionem proprie vocant rationis ratio- 
cinatae, virtualem aut eminentem; seu (ut terminis Scotisticis eam aptemus) ex natura rei 
formalem non actu sed virtute aut eminenter" Cf. sD v, 59. 
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This distinction is in the end not founded in the act of the intellect, but has 
a "foundation from the side of the thing" — yet not in God himself, but in "God's 
effects." 5? The distinction is therefore in no way purely theoretical or logical. 

In the Problemata de Deo (1652) Voetius finally argues that the distinctio 
rationis ratiocinatae, to which Reformed theologians (a nostris) refer in dif- 
ferent ways due to the variety of the terms used by the medieval scholastics, 
should be understood so that it *almost ( fere) coincides with Scotus's so-called 
formal distinction ex natura rei.”!©° He explains that according to Scotus a dis- 
tinction is either "following from the nature of the thing" or logical (rationis). 
The latter is based entirely on the act of the intellect. The former can be under- 
stood in two ways: either as a real distinction with which “one is distinguished 
from the other as one thing is from another," or as a formal distinction where 
“one is distinguished from the other according to definition or formal basis 
(ratio formalis)"!6! Scotus and his followers insist that the divine attributes are 
distinguished ex natura rei in the sense of the formal distinction.!6? 

Voetius reports that the Thomists and other scholastics were not satisfied 
with such an undifferentiated formal distinction.'6? Consequently, they fur- 
thermore divide the formal distinction ex natura rei into an “actual” and “vir- 
tual" or “eminent” distinction. The sensual soul in a horse, for example, is thus 
distinguished actually from the human soul endowed with reason — in both 
instances we find a kind of “soul,” but the soul is in different subjects. Within 
man as the subject of the soul, in contrast, the sensual soul is distinguished 
from the rational soul on the basis of the powers or operations, that is, virtualiter 
or eminenter.!* The designation "virtually" is here used almost synonymously 


159 SD 1,233: “Ita ut hujus posterioris distinctionis aliquod sit fundamentum a parte rei, non 
quidem in ipso Deo, sed in effectibus Dei.” 

160 SD V,59-60, esp. 60: "Qualis autem sit species distinctionis hic adhibenda, a Scholasticis 
disceptatur, et a nostris non uno modo effertur. Fieri enim aliter vix potuit, ob multitu- 
dines et a se invicem variantes terminorum acceptiones. Praesupponimus ergo, distinc- 
tionem rationis ratiocinatae, quae reali contradistinguitur, coincidere fere enim Scoti 
dicta distinctione Ex natura rei formali" Cf. Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 7, 
sect. 1, nn. 4-8 (ed. Berton, xxv, 231a-232b). 

161 SD v, 60: “Est enim illi [i.e., Scoti] omnis distinctio vel ex natura rei; vel rationis, quae fit 
per solam operationem intellectus: et prior rursum vel realis, qua unum differt ab alio 
secundum definitionem aut rationem formalem." 

162 SD V, 60. In this context, Voetius refers to Becanus, Summa, 1, cap. 1; in fact, Voetius's 
explanation of the Scotist distinctio formalis is almost literally found in ibid., 1, tract. 1, 
cap. 1, q. 1, n. 3 (30b). 

163 SDV, 60; cf. Becanus, Summa, 1, tract. 1, cap. 1, q. 1, nn. 7-13 (31a-32a). 

164 SD v, 60: “Adhibent [Thomistae, aliique Scholastici] ergo distinctionem distinctionis 
ex natura rei formalis in actualem, et virtualem seu eminentem, et utramque hoc 
exemplo declarant, Anima vegetativa in planta, sensitiva in equo, rationalis in homine, 
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with “eminently,” and means “on the basis of the powers" and not, as it does 
today, “in a not real way" Applied to the divine attributes, it means that 


The divine attributes in God are thus one and the same most simple thing, 
and included intrinsically within the divine essence itself. Nevertheless, 
they relate to each other as if distinguished in act, and this produces a 
“virtual” distinction on the basis of the nature of the thing, which may 
not be exceeded.!65 


Voetius thus accepts a “virtual” formal distinction on the basis of the nature of 
the thing ex natura rei, but distances himself from an actual formal distinction 
on the basis of the nature of the thing, since otherwise "the infinitely perfect 
essence of God would be perfected through the attributes distinguished from 
it” and since the divine essence would no longer be simple (simplex) but com- 
posed “of the many essential predicates that are distinguished based on the 
nature of the thing.”!66 As Voetius writes elsewhere, the divine attributes are in 
God formaliter, not virtualiter or eminenter "because they are not in him in the 
mode of efficacy … but in the mode of existence.”!67 

The positive reason for maintaining the virtual distinctio formalis ex natura 
rei or the distinctio rationis ratiocinatae of the divine attributes is that "God 
declares all attributes distinctly in Scripture, and proposes as many objective 
concepts to us that are to be understood distinctly.”!68 Even if we for that rea- 
son understand God's simple essence by way of many inadequate concepts, 
this does not mean that we divide God's simple essence or understand a false 
thing. For we also do not understand something false when we abstract “white” 


distinguuntur distinctione formali ex natura rei actu, seu formaliter; in homine distingu- 
untur ex natura rei virtute, seu virtualiter aut eminenter" Cf. SD I, 233-34. 

165 SDV, 60: “Sic attributa sunt in Deo una res simplicissima, et in ipsa divina essentia intrin- 
sece includuntur: perinde tamen se habent ac si actu distinguerentur; et hinc resultat 
distinctio ex natura rei virtualis: ultra quam non est progrediendum.” 

166 sDV, 60: “Quod si cum Scoto addas, distinctionem actualem eorum ab essentia et inter se, 
necessario haec duo sequerentur absurda, primo essentiam Dei infinite prefectam, perfici 
per attributa ab ipso distincta. Deinde, Essentiam Dei non esse simplicem, sed composi- 
tam ad multis praedicatis essentialibus ex natura rei distinctis." 

167 SDV, 59: “I. Probl. An attributa Dei, in illo sint virtualiter seu eminenter, an vero formaliter? 
Resp[ondetur]. Afflirmatur] poster[ior]. Quia insunt ei non per modum efficientiae, … 
sed per modum existentiae, et quod sint de essentia et ratione ipsius formali, et essentia- 
liter de eo praedicentur, ac realiter cum ejus essentia identificentur" Cf. Syllabus, Dar. 

168 sp V, 59: “Compendio probari potest filiis Scripturarum ex eo, quod Deus omnia attributa 
in Scripturis distincte enuntiat et totidem eorum conceptus objectivos nobis distincte 
concipiendos proponit." 
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and "sweet" from milk, for example, and thereby understand them as divided 
from the milk although in reality they remain conjoined with the milk in 
the act.169 

Failing to observe the distinction of the attributes results in errors of predi- 
cation. Of course, the attributes can still be predicated from each other “in an 
identical sense" (in sensu identico) insofar as they belong to a “thing” and are in 
God. “In a formal sense" (in sensu formali), however, they must be distinguished 
and cannot be predicated of each other. Formally it would be false to say: 
‘Justice is mercy, intellect is will.” The objective content of the concept of God's 
justice is not the same thing as that of God's mercy. The following sentence 
would also be false: "The divine essence, insofar as it is conceived inadequately 
according to the mode of the essence, is the same thing as the inadequately 
conceived divine will according to the mode of the will.”!”° The formal distinc- 
tion of the attributes attempts to articulate precisely this difference. 

By way of summary it can be concluded that Voetius's doctrine of simplic- 
ity in no way excludes a theologically relevant distinction of God's attributes 
from each other and from his essence. It is not a purely logical or theoretical 
distinction, but one that is founded in the extramental reality, that is, in the 
operations of the divine attributes. Using today's terminology, we could say 
that the distinction is a real distinction, at least as much as it is a semantic 
distinction.!"! Voetius develops this “real” distinction also with a view to valid 


169 SD V, 59: "Quod cum facimus non dividimus essentiae divinae simplicitatem, aut falso 
eum concipimus, quando per multos inadaequatos conceptus eum intelligimus: non 
magis quam abstrahentes, quorum non est mendacium (teste Philosopho) falsum con- 
cipiunt, aut metuuntur, quando per abstractionem praecisionis conjuncta dividunt (e. gr. 
album in lacte a dulci) cogitantes unum sine altero; quae tamen actu, seu in existentia, 
revera conjuncta manent” On this example, cf. sp 1, 1076; II, 392-93. 

170 SD I, 59: “Sic sensu identico recte dicitur essentia ex parte rei est intellectus Dei, justitia 
est misericordia, intellectus est voluntas, Sed sensu formali non recte dicitur, Essentia 
divina, qua inadaequate concepta per modum essentiae, est idem quod voluntas divina 
inadaequate concepta per modum voluntatis. Nec recte dicitur conceptus objectivus 
justitiae est conceptus objectivus misericordiae; aut attributum justitiae est attributum 
misericordiae" Cf. sp 1, 233-34, and especially sp 11, 392-96, where Voetius discusses in 
detail the difference between a predication in the formal and in the identical sense, and 
refers to, among others, Scotus, Op. Oxon. 1, d. 3. 

171 Ifthisisnottaken into account, misunderstandings can arise such as in Baur, Lehrbuch der 
christlichen Dogmengeschichte, § 102 (304):"In der Lehre von den göttlichen Eigenschaften 
herrscht die subjective Betrachtungsweise vor, es wurde kein realer Unterschied in Gott 
angenommen, sondern nur zwischen einer ratio ratiocinans und einer ratio ratiocinata 
unterschieden. Daraus ergab sich die mit dem sonstigen Charakter des Systems nicht 
zusammenstimmende Consequenz, dass Gott nur Substanz, nicht Subject ist, keine selbst- 
bewusste, sich selbst bestimmende Persönlichkeit.” 
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predications of objective conceptual content, and with that comes remarkably 
close to the Scotist distinctio formalis a parte rei which he nevertheless accepts 
as a virtual rather than actual distinction. Richard Muller is thus correct when 
he includes Voetius among those Reformed orthodox theologians who adopt 
"a slightly Scotistic accent" in their discussion of the distinction between the 
divine attributes, although it should be added that for Voetius, like Scotus, this 
distinction is not a merely intramental one and thus this Scotistic accent is in 
fact quite significant.!7? 


773  Regulative and Operative Attributes 

Not only are the divine attributes distinguished from each other and from the 
divine essence, but Voetius together with most theologians from his time also 
divides them into two classes.73 Many Reformed scholastics distinguished 
between the incommunicable (incommunicabiles) and communicable (com- 
municabiles) attributes.!7* The principle of division is the notion that we can 
predicate of God not only attributes that are used for human beings as well 
(while keeping in mind their creaturely imperfection), but also attributes that 
creatures cannot have in any way and are therefore best described as attributes 
that are not common to God and creatures.!/5 According to this division, God's 
incommunicable attributes include his unity, simplicity, infinity, immutability, 
independence, and perfection, while his communicable attributes include his 
knowledge, will, and power. This division of the attributes is nevertheless not 
without its problems, since certain incommunicable attributes such as “perfec- 
tion" and *independence" are not altogether devoid of analogies in the created 
order, while none of the communicable attributes are found in humanity with 
the same level of perfection as in God.!76 


172 Cf Muller PRRD, 111, 297: "Others, notably Turretin and Voetius, argue a slight variant — 
namely, an eminent distinction of the attributes, but, adopting a slightly Scotistic 
accent, allow a formal distinction of the attributes in their ad extra conception in the 
mind.” However, this formal distinction is not purely intramental. Cf. also Beck, “Basic 
Features," 220. 

173 Cf. SD v, 59: “Accedimus nunc 16 quid rei. Hic primo agendum de attributis in genere; 
postea de attributis in specie tum primi, tum secundi generis” Cf. on this matter Muller, 
PRRD, III, 216-26. 

174 Yet it would be mistaken to call this the dominant pattern of classification in Reformed 
orthodoxy. Especially in early orthodoxy, several alternative models were in use. 

175 Heppe, Dogmatik, 46 (Reformed Dogmatics, 60—61); Loonstra, “De leer van God en Christus 
in de Nadere Reformatie, “111; Muller, Dictionary, s.v. "attributa divina”; Muller, PRRD, 111, 
223-26; Beck, “God, Creation, and Providence,” 197-204; idem, “Godsleer,’ 456-51. 

176 Thus also Muller, Dictionary, s.v. "attributa divina." 
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For the Lutherans a division into communicable and incommunicable 
attributes posed an even greater problem on Christological grounds, so that 
most of them felt forced to reject it. Their doctrine of ubiquity in connection 
with the Lord's Supper required all divine attributes to be in principle com- 
municable in terms of the communicatio idiomatum, and in fact to have been 
communicated in the God-man Jesus Christ. For this reason Lutheran ortho- 
doxy shows a preference for other classifications. The divisions maintained by 
the Lutherans distinguished between the attributes predicated via negativa, 
that is, through the negation of creaturely imperfections, and those predicated 
via eminentiae, that is, by the attribution of creaturely attributes to their high- 
est perfection. The resulting categories were the attributa negativa and the 
attributa positiva, respectively. Another classification maintained a division 
between immanent attributes (attributa immanentia) and operative attributes 
(attributa operativa), where the latter class alone expresses God's relationship 
to his creatures and concerns his opera ad extra”? 

Voetius did not consider the scheme of classification to be a question of fun- 
damental importance. At times he applies the first Lutheran division, although 
to the positive (e.g., God is wise, willing, and good) and negative attributes 
(e.g., infinity, simplicity, immateriality or incorporeality) he adds a third class 
of relational attributes (Creator, Saviour). His main concern is to prove that 
the attributes of all three classes are real perfections in God, even if the human 
intellect cannot understand or distinguish them without reference to the cre- 
ated order.!78 These three classes which Voetius at times maintains correspond 
to Pseudo-Dionysius's “three ways": the negative attributes belong to the via 
negationis, the positive attributes to the vía eminentiae, and the relational 
attributes to the vía causalitatis. 


177 Cf Muller, Dictionary, s.v. "attributa divina"; Schmid, Dogmatik, 88-96; Ratschow, 
Lutherische Dogmatik, 11, 59-81. 

178 SD v, 60-61: “1. Ka9’ uc seu secundum nostram cognitionem, [attributa divina] non 
possunt a nobis hic cognosci, nominari, aut distingui, nisi per ordinem ad creaturas rea- 
liter inter se distinctas... 2. Coveniunt tamen Deo attributa absoluta et positiva, quae 
realem perfectionem significant, sine ullo ordine ad creaturas. Est enim sine ullo ordine 
ad creaturas Deus vere sapiens, volens, bonus. 3. Praedicata negativa (e.gr. infinitas, sim- 
plicitas, immaterialitas, seu incorporeitas) ut significantur nomine creaturarum per nega- 
tionem, et a nobis concipiuntur in ordine ad creaturas, secundum nostram cognitionem 
et enuntiationem, habent respectum ad creaturas: non tamen in se spectata; quia sic 
Deo conveniunt absque respectu ad creaturas, et etiamsi creatura esset impossibilis... 4. 
Attributa relativa (e.gr. Creatoris, Redemptoris, etc.) vel notant actualem causalitatem, et 
sic nullam dicunt intrinsecam perfectionem in Deo, sed tantum extrinsecam relationem; 
vel notant potentiam creandi, etc. et sic dicunt realem perfectionem." Cf. SD I, 277, 243, 
435. Similarly Becanus, Summa, tract. 1, cap. 1, q. 3, nn. 1-5 (33a-33b). 
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The division most commonly applied by Voetius is that between a first 
and second class of attributes”? After noting that different divisions are in 
use, he goes on to suggest, yet without giving a name to the classes he dis- 
tinguishes, that for pedagogical reasons the many attributes of the first class 
can be reduced to the four attributes of divine unity, perfection, infinity, and 
immutability8° The second class of attributes, he writes, includes God's 
knowledge, will, right and decree of right or command, and power.!*! 

Elsewhere Voetius betrays more of the thought behind this classification 
when he remarks that the attributes of the first class are non-operative attrib- 
utes, while the second class is composed of the active or operative attributes 
(operationes). This second class is then further subdivided into attributes con- 
nected to an immanent operation, while another group of attributes including 
God's intellect, will, and power is connected to an emanent operation and pro- 
duces something outwardly.!® This classification is more reminiscent of the 
second Lutheran division than the common division of Reformed high ortho- 
doxy into incommunicable and communicable attributes. It is also worth not- 
ing that Voetius considers the attributes of the first class to be regulative for the 
attributes of the second class. The heading for the present section also follows 
this terminology. 

Voetius furthermore articulates the distinction between regulative and 
operative attributes when he derives something positive from the determina- 
tion of the operative attributes as “in second being as it were" (quasi in esse 
secundo ).'5? When he is forced to defend this expression against his “censor” 


179 Thus, for instance, in the Syllabus, D2r-Gar and passim, or in sp v, 59: “Hic primo agen- 
dum de attributis in genere; postea de attributis in specie tum primi, tum secundi gen- 
eris”; v, 63: "Sequuntur nunc attributa Dei in specie, tum primi, tum secundi generis.” Cf. 
also Catechisatie, 291—309. 

180 sp v, 63: “Illa [ie attributa Dei primi generis] varie numerantur. Nos praelectionibus 
nostris facilioris intelligentiae et memoriae causa solemus revocare ad ista. Unitatem, 
Perfectionem, Infinitatem, Immutabilitatem." 

181 Cf. sp v, 85: "De attributis secundi generis": scientia (v, 85-87), voluntas (v, 87-91), ius et 
iuris decretum seu iussio Dei (v, 92-113), potentia (v, 13-36). 

182 SD 1, 246: "Attributa divina primi generis dicunt perfectiones in Deo, quae non sunt ope- 
rationes, secundi vero generis perfectiones, quae sunt operationes. Posteriores sunt duum 
generum, vel quae positae sunt in operatione immanenti, quae non est productio, vel quae 
positae in operatione emanante, duae est productio, sive potentiae sive intellectus et volun- 
tatis" (Emphasis in the original.) 

183 Syllabus, Dar: “An quaedam attributa insint Deo quasi in esse secundo, an v[ero] in esse 
primo? A[ffirmatur] pr[ius] cum D[istinctio].’ Cf. the related remarks in sp v, 61-62, 
583-84. 
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Maresius, Voetius reports that he had taken it from Ames's Medulla and that, 
when he was questioned on it in the context of examination and disputation 
colleges, he had given his students a positive explanation of it, while still warn- 
ing them to be cautious.!*^ He furthermore draws a parallel between Ames's 
distinction of attributes quasi in esse primo and attributes quasi in esse secundo 
and distinctions commonly maintained by other Reformed theologians, such 
as that between God's essence (essentia) and life (vita).185 Here we find Voetius 
adopting Thomist terminology, which he nevertheless materially fills out in 
an alternative sense when he interprets God's essence and life as two distinct 
“moments” in God according to our mode of understanding. This represents 
a Scotist perspective, echoing the specifically Scotist doctrine of distinct 
moments or stadia.!86 


184 SD V, 583: “Problema formalibus Amesii verbis propositum fuit: cui occasionem dederunt 
studiosi nostri, qui cum collegia examinantium et disputantium haberentur ad Amesii 
medullam cap. 4. §. 25. 26. 27. de phrasi illa Amesiana quaerebant. Ego eam sano sensu 
accipi et explicari posse dixi; sed caute, propter adversarios Socinianos et Vorstianos 
sub distinctione scil. secundum nostrum concipiendi et enuntiandi modum." Cf. Ames, 
Medulla s.s. theologiae, I, cap. 4, nn. 25-27 (13). 

185 SD V, 584: “Sic quasi in esse primo insunt Deo attributa primi generis determinantia nobis 
conceptus essentiae Dei, ut infinitas, simplicitas etc. Et quasi in esse secundo dicuntur illi 
inesse attributa determinantia nobis conceptus vitae ejus" Among others, Voetius refers 
to Junius; cf. Junius, Summa aliquot locorum communium, 11, cap. 14: "De vita Dei" (45). 
C£. also sp v, 62, with a reference to Zanchi's distinction between attributes of the divine 
subject itself and such attributes which are predicated of the subject, or Polanus's distinc- 
tion between attributes which are attributed to God a priori and those that are attributed 
a posteriori. Cf. Zanchi, De natura Dei seu De divinis attributis, 1, cap. 4 (5): "Nominum 
divinorum alia sunt, quibus subiectum ipsum, nempe Deus significatur: alia, quae prae- 
dicantur de subiecto"; Polanus, Syntagma Theologiae, 11, cap. 7 (905); 11, cap. 14 (983-84). 

186 sp v, 61: “Duo enim illa momenta in Deo (essentia et vita, seu attributa primi et secundi 
generis) secundum nostrum concipiendi modum distincta; non vero in seipis." SD I, 403: 
"An potentia sit attributum primi generis, in primo momento, pertinens ad essentiam 
Dei; an vero attributum secundi generis, in secundo momento, pertinens ad vitam seu 
vitalitatem Dei. Resp[ondetur]. De potentia proprie dicta, ad extra scil., externa, et execu- 
tiva, Neg[atur] pri[us]. Afflirmatur] post[erior] Cf. Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 18, and see on the 
Scotist notion of moments of nature or structural moments, "Synthesis and Relevance," 
section 7; CF, 12-13; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 245-49; Gelber, It Could Have 
Been Otherwise, 130-133. Cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 219: "This particular point, the identifica- 
tion of the divine life in the intellect and will as divine operation, may be an indication of 
a Scotist accent.” Cf. also Beck, “Basic Features,” 218-19. Muller, Divine Will, 171-72, seems 
to underestimate the differences between Aquinas and Scotus on this point. 


270 CHAPTER 7 
7.8 The Regulative Attributes 


7.81 Unity 
The following overview of the regulative attributes in Voetius's doctrine of 
God follows the habit he had in his lectures, "for the sake of easier comprehen- 
sion and recollection, to reduce the attributes of the first class to the follow- 
ing four: God's unity, perfection, infinity, and immutability.”!®” With the sole 
exception of simplicity (see above, chapter 7.7.1), none of these attributes is 
treated in the first volume of the Selectae disputationes. In the fifth volume 
Voetius does briefly consider a number of them, especially infinity. Apart from 
that, we need to turn to the questions of the Syllabus and the Catechisatie as 
our only sources.188 

God's unity (unitas) includes first of all his primacy, which in turn includes 
divine independence, secondly his unity in the strict sense — which, in fol- 
lowing John 17:3, can also be called his “solitude” (solitas) — , and thirdly his 
simplicity, under which incorporeality or spirituality and invisibility are 
also subsumed.!89 

God's primacy (primitas) means that he is the absolute first being, inde- 
pendent of any and every goal and principle.!?? God alone is a being through 
his own essence; he does not have his essence from something or someone 
else, but from himself, so that we can also speak of God's aseity (aseitas).!9! 


187 SD V, 63: "Sequuntur nunc attributa Dei in specie, tum primi, tum secundi generis. Illa 
varie numerantur. Nos in praelectionibus nostris facilioris intelligentiae et memoriae 
causa solemus revocare ad ista. Unitatem, Perfectionem, Infinitatem, Immutabilitatem." 

188 sp v, 63-85; Syllabus, Dav-Eav, G2r-Gar; Catechisatie, 292-300. Cf. for a brief over- 
view Beck, “Basic Features,” 219-21. On the regulative or incommunicable attributes in 
Reformed orthodoxy, cf. Heppe, Dogmatik, 45-48, 54-61 (Reformed Dogmatics, 57-68); 
Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 11-16, 189-201; Muller, PRRD, 111, 271-364; Van Asselt, 
Federal Theology of Cocceius, 159-64; Neele, Petrus van Mastricht, 221-44; Te Velde, 
The Doctrine of God, 139—74; Rehnman, “The Doctrine of God,” 375-81; Hoek, Melchior 
Leydecker, 109-12; Beck, "God, Creation, and Providence,” 199-201. 

189 SD v, 63: “I. Unitas continet 1. primitatem (sub qua independentia) 2. unitatem stricte 
dictam (quae et solitas dici posset, ex Joh. 17. 2. [read: 3]) 3. simplicitatem; sub qua con- 
tinentur; incorporeitas, seu spiritualitas, et invisibilitas.’ In sp 1, 226, there is a different 
order: "Inter attributa primi generis primum est unitas, quo tres illo conceptus seu notiones 
comprehendimus singularitatem, primitatem seu independentiam, et simplicitatem, sub 
qua continetur spiritualitas seu incorporeitas, quippe species simplicitatis." 

190 Syllabus, Dav: “An Deus sit ens absolute primum, ut independens ab omni fine, et princi- 
pio? A[ffirmatur]." 

191 Syllabus, Dav: “An solus Deus sit ens per essentiam? A[ffirmatur].” Cf. sp 1, 447: "deitas 
est ens primum causae expers et causa omnium entium, ut nomen Iehovae evincit et 
natura Dei Exod. 3.... Nemo enim posset causam Dei dicere." sp 1, 1133: “[Agens Deus] (qui 
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God's primacy and independence is “both in terms of his being and his works”; 
God is independent “of a subject, of internal and external causes, and of every 
earlier or higher principle”? God's primacy furthermore means that he alone 
is a necessary being. “Necessary” and “contingent” are disjunctive attributes of 
being, where the first disjunct in an absolute sense applies exclusively to God 
alone, while the second disjunct applies to creatures, which are necessary in a 
relative sense alone and in themselves contingent and as such depend on the 
first being, that is, on God. God alone is in himself necessary, just like he alone 
is in himself good and wise.!93 

God's unity or singularity (singularitas) in its proper sense excludes pol- 
ytheism, which stands in diametric opposition to God's unity.!%* God is 
unique also in that no predicamental unity can be ascribed to him in terms 
of the Aristotelian category of quantity. According to Aristotle and Euclid of 
Alexandria (ca. 365-ca. 300 BC), such a unity is the “principle of the number,’ 
while Petrus Ramus (1515-1572) understood it to be the number itself. Voetius 
insists that this kind of unity does not apply to God; a transcendental or met- 
aphysical unity rather applies to him, by way of analogy. The transcendental 
attribute of unity thus belongs to God in the original sense, and to creation in 
a derived sense.!95 


est primus et ultimus, absolute independens, et nemini quidquam debet Rom. u. 34)." 
Needless to say, for Voetius God is not "causa sui" in a Cartesian sense; cf. above, ch. 2.4 
and 2.6. 

192 SD 1, 227: “Prima est, les. 44. 6. Apocal. 1. 8. et 21. 6. et 22. 13. Rom. 11. 35. 36. unde colligimus 
primitatem et independentiam Dei tam in essendo quam operando; independentiam 
dico a subjecto, a causis tam internis quam externis, a principio quocumque priori aut 
superiori." 

193 SD V, 64: “11. Probl. An solus Deus sit ens necessarium? Resp[ondetur |. Absolute, in se, per 
se, per existentiam. Aff[irmatur]. Quomodo solus Deus dicitur bonus et solus sapiens. 
Matth. 19. 1 Timoth. 6. Creaturis autem non tribuitur necessitas, nisi secundum quid. Est 
enim cum mixtura contingentiae, et dependenter a primo necessario, hoc est a Deo.” Cf. 
Syllabus, D4v. When discussing the unity of God, Voetius in Catechisatie, 289, and else- 
where refers to Deut. 6:4, the “Schma Jisrael.” 

194 SD 1,226: “Notione singularitatis seu unitatis singularis excludimus noAv$edtyta, quae primo 
et directe unitati Dei opponitur." Cf. Syllabus, Dav: "Utrum Deus sit unus? Alffirmatur] 
c[ontra] Gentiles et Idololatras.” 

195 Syllabus, Dav: "Utrum vox unitas in Deo significet principium numeri an v[ero] numero 
oppositum quid? A[ffirmatur] post[erius].” sp v, 64—65: “I. Probl. An Deo tribuatur unitas, 
et qualis? Resp|ondetur]. Non praedicamentalis, quae juxta opinionem Euclideam dici- 
tur principium numeri, et juxta Rameam, dicitur numerus: neutrum enim hoc Deo con- 
venit. Transcendentalis aut Metaphysica tribui potest: sed analogice” Cf. Aquinas, S.Th., 
I, q. 11, a. 1, ad 1. The common principle in the Middle Ages “unitas non est numerus, sed 
principium numeri" traces back to Aristotle; cf. Met. XIV, 1, 1088a6—7: “Sò xal eùA\óyws oùx 
Eotı TO Ev dpióg: odd yàp TO METOOV pÉTpa, dV py) xod TO LETPOV xai TO £v." Cf. Euklid, 
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God's simplicity was already discussed extensively above in chapter 7.7.1. As 
we noted there, simplicity formally is a negative attribute, although the implicit 
incorporeality materially implies the positive attribute of spirituality.!9° In 
Voetius's Catechisatie the attribute of spirituality has a special role. The ques- 
tion as to how God can be most succinctly described is answered as follows: 


God is a spirit, or an infinite spiritual being, John 4:24. This spiritual and 
infinite being of God is more closely explained and described through the 
attributes of God, by which he has made himself known to us people.!97 


God's invisibility (invisibilitas) follows from his spirituality (spiritualitas) 
and incorporeality (incorporeitas). That is why he neither can nor may be 
portrayed.!9® Furthermore, even in the eschaton creatures cannot see God 
according to his essence, as Voetius extensively explains in two disputations 
against claims to the contrary from Thomas Aquinas's Summa theologiae.19? 


Elementa, v11, def. 1-2: “a” Movas &otı xa" Hv £xoto tov Ev A€yetau. B’ Apıduög de To Ex povddwv 
ouyxeljevov nANdog.” — “1. Unitas est ea, secundum quam unaquaeque res una nominatur. 
2. Numerus autem est multitudo ex unitatibus composita.” In his Scholarum mathema- 
ticorum libri unus et triginta, Basel, 1569, Petrus Ramus gave a new definition of number 
according to which “1” is a number. Cf. Verdonk, Petrus Ramus en de wiskunde; Mahoney, 
“Die Anfänge der algebraischen Denkweise.” On the multifaceted concept of unity in 
Scotus, cf. Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 368—72. 

196 SD 1,227, "Nihilominus materiale ejus [= vocis simplicitatis] significatum est perfectio 
positiva, per quam Deo convenit talis negatio, quomodo per tò incorporeum materialiter 
significatur ratio Spiritus." On the attributes of spirituality and invisibility in Reformed 
orthodoxy, cf. Gootjes, De geestelijkheid van God, 53-83, Muller, PRRD, 111, 298-307, Te 
Velde, The Doctrine of God, 144-47, and on divine incorporeality Sarot, God, Passibility and 
Corporeality. 

197 Catechisatie, 281: "V. Hoe soude men op het alderkortste Godt den Heere konnen begrij- 
pen wat hy is? A. Dat Godt een Geest is, ofte een oneyndelick geestelick wesen; Joh. 4. vs. 
24. welcke geestelick ende oneyndich wesen Godes dan nader wort verklaert, ende be- 
schreven door de eygenschappen Godes, daer door hy sich selven aen ons menschen heeft 
bekent gemaeckt.” Cf. ibid., 292, and Syllabus, Dar, where Voetius affirms God's spirituality 
against Vorstius already at the beginning of the question "quid sit Deus." On the impossi- 
bility of giving a proper definition of the divine being, cf. ibid., and sp v, 62-63. 

198 Catechisatie, 292. 

199 SD II, 193-203: "Exercitatio ad Thomae Part. 1. Qu. X11. art. 1 de visione Dei per essentiam, 
pars prior,’ resp.: Samuel Enjedinus; defended on 12 July 1641; sD 11, 1203-17: "Exercitatio 
ad Thomae Part. 1. Qu. x11. art. I de visione Dei per essentiam, pars posterior,’ resp.: 
Stephanus Nimethi; defended on 14 July 1651. Cf. sp v, 64—65, 85; Catechisatie, 292—95; 
and the discussion in Beck, “Voetius on the Subject and Formal Act of Happiness,” 521-32. 
Cf. above, ch. 7.3. 
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7.8.2 Perfection 

God's perfection (perfectio) includes his goodness, self-sufficiency (durdpxera), 
beatitude (beatitudo), as well as his right (ius) or power/authority (potestas), 
his majesty (majestas), and his glory (gloria).2°° Some of these attributes, such 
as God's right, are treated in other places of the Syllabus; there God's goodness, 
beatitude, majesty, and glory follow his right. As Voetius remarks elsewhere 
yet, there is no problem in subordinating these attributes to other attributes as 
long as they are not overlooked.?°! 

Voetius considers God as the greatest good (summum bonum). God alone is 
absolutely good according to his very essence. He not only is good in himself, 
but also in his acts to the outside. Ultimately, God's goodness is the source of 
all good.?°? “Being good” is thus an attribute of God. The two transcendental 
terms "good" and *being" are not the same in every respect; insofar as they are 
distinguished in content, being precedes good. Yet the transcendental attrib- 
ute "good" belongs to every being.?°3 But since God is the greatest good and 
thus the source of all good, he is the greatest and proper object of our love, or, 
as Voetius describes this love in following Scotus: our "friendship with God, as 
he is in himself good."204 


200 SD V, 63: “II. Perfectio. Huc refer Bonitatem, sufficientiam, seu durdpxeww, beatitudinem, 
jus seu potestatem, majestatem, gloriam.” On God's perfection in Reformed Orthodoxy, cf. 
Muller PRRD, 111, 320-24, and also Bac, Perfect Will Theology. 

201 Cf. Syllabus, G2r-G3r; sp v, 63: “quod alii malunt, omnibus attributis postponere, quippe 
ex omnibus illis exsurgens. Quocumque loco ponatur parum refert; modo in designatione 
locorum communium non praetereatur.” 

202 Syllabus, Gar: "Utrum Deus sit summum bonum? Al firmatur]. Utrum solus Deus sit 
bonus per essentiam? A[ ffirmatur |. Utrum Deus in se et extra se bonus sit? Al ffirmatur].” 

203 Syllabus, G2r: "Utrum bonum esse conveniat Deo? A[ffirmatur]. Utrum bonum et ens 
sit idem? D[istinguitur]. Utrum, supposito, quid differant ratione tantum, quid sit prius 
secundum rationem, bonum vel ens? A[ffirmatur] post[erius]. Utrum (supposito quid 
ens sit prius) omne ens sit bonum? A[ffirmatur]." 

204 SD III, 81, regarding amor Dei: "Definitio illo quam ex Augustino de doctrina Christi lib. 3. 
vulgo adferunt: est motus animi ad fruendum Deo propter se ipsum, et se ac proximo prop- 
ter Deum; et Scholasticorum ad 2.2. q. 23. a. 2. charitas est habitus in anima creatus quo 
homo inclinatur in actus omnium virtutum, nimis lata videtur; saltem instituto huic nostro 
minus quadrare. Melior est illa Scoti in Lombard. lib. 3. dist. 31. q. unica; est amicitia Dei 
ut in se bonum. Objectum hujus amoris est solus Deus, qui solus est summum bonum, et 
tanquam tale solus amari debet.” Cf. Augustine, De doctrina christiana, 111, 10, 16 (CCL 32, 
87); Aquinas, S. Th., 11—11, q. 23, a. 2; Scotus, Op. Oxon., 111, d. 31, q. un., n. 7: “suppono enim 
quod haec sit ratio charitatis, scilicet quod est amicitia Dei, ut in se bonum; iste habitus 
non distincte inclinat ad actum perfectum amandi Deum, sicut amatur, quando est in se 
praesens: nec ad actum imperfectum, sicut amatur, quando est imperfecte praesens, sicut 
in aenigmate: sed inclinat ad hunc actum, et ad illum, licet indistincte." (ed. Wadding, 
v11/2, 682). 
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God is universally perfect and has every perfection in him all at once. Some 
of the perfections like his life, goodness, intellect, and will are in him formally, 
while other perfections like sensual life or bodily perfections are in him only 
causally or virtually.295 Conversely, creatures are like him according to acci- 
dental similarity and by way of participation, rather than essentially or in cor- 
respondence to his essence. In following Genesis 1:27 (Vulgate), Voetius refers 
in this context to humanity's creation "after the image and likeness of God" 
(ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei).206 

As scriptural evidence for God's perfection, Voetius mentions specifically 
Romans 11:36 and 1 Corinthians 8:6.207 For him, God's perfection significantly 
implies that it was not necessary for God to create the world, even if this has the 
consequence that he would not have been worshiped by people.?08 Since God 
did create the world, he made his creatures share in his goodness. Nevertheless, 
Voetius does not adopt the neo-Platonic notion of the bonum diffusum sui or 
principium plenitudinis, but maintains the contingency of creation.209 


7.8.3 Infinity 

Voetius states that God's infinity (infinitas) can be divided into his absolute and 
relative infinity, where the latter pertains to a place or local circumscription, or 
to the measure of quantity or time. Absolute infinity is infinity per se. Spatial 


205 SD V, 64: “111. Probl. An Deus univeraliter sit perfectus, quasi omnium in se prefectionem 
habens? Resp[ondetur]. Afflirmatur]. Siquidem tò habere, aut tò continere, in virtuale seu 
eminens, et in formale distinguas. Quaedam enim perfectiones sunt in Deo formaliter, ut 
vita, bonitas, intellectus, voluntas, etc. Quaedam vero tantum virtualiter seu causaliter 
ut in causa producente et conservante, non vero formaliter ut e.gr. vita sensitiva, per- 
fectiones corporeae, et omnia aliae specificae stellarum, elementorum, fossilium, plan- 
tarum, animalium" Cf. Syllabus, E1v. 

206 SD V, 64: “Iv. Probl. An creaturae possint esse Deo similes? Respondetur]. De similitudine 
accidentali, et per participationem Aff[irmatur] ut manifeste probatur ex Genes. 1. ubi de 
creatione hominis ad imaginem et similitudinem Dei. Sed de essentiali, seu per essen- 
tiam, Neg[atur ]." In this context, Voetius refers to Isa. 46[:5] and explains 2 Pet. 1:4 against 
this background. 

207  Catechisatie, 295. 

208 Catechisatie, 295: “V. Heeft de Heere de werelt geschapen, om dat hy deselve van doen 
hadde, ende wil hy daerom oock van ons ge-eert ende gedient worden, om dat hy onsen 
dienst, etc. van nooden heeft? A. In 't minst niet, als blijckt Prov. 16. 4. De Heere heeft 
alles gewrocht om sijns selfs wille, met Actor. 17. 25. [God wordt niet gediend] Als yet 
behoevende, etc. Soo dat sulcks in 't minste noch in 't meeste niet kan genomen werden 
als een teecken van gebreck ende onvolmaecktheyt in Godt, maer veel eer als een teecken 
van sijn algenoeghsaemheyt ende volheyt, den creaturen mildelick sijne goetheyt 
mededeelende.” 

209 On the principium plenitudinis, cf. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being, and Den Bok, 
“Volheidsbeginsel.” 
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infinity is called “immensity” (immensitas) insofar as the space is not specified 
and can concern either the space of the real and created world or an imaginary 
space (spacium imaginarium). In respect to space in the created world, Voetius 
speaks of God's “ubiquity” or “omnipresence” (omnipraesentia).?!? However, 
Voetius does not apply this distinction between God's immensity and omni- 
presence consistently, so that, as he himself remarks, omnipresence can also 
pertain to imaginary spaces and to creatures that are possibly created and 
thus potentially occupy space.?!! When God's infinity is applied to time, it is 
called “eternity” (aeternitas).?!? All in all, we can say that the incomprehensi- 
bility (incomprehensibilitas) of God's essence follows from his infinity: God is 
neither locally nor causally restricted or enclosed, and cannot be understood 
cognitively, or sensitively, imaginatively, or intellectually.?!? 

Voetius treats three main issues related to God's immeasurability and ubiq- 
uity. The first is the question whether God alone can be everywhere. When it 
concerns God's immeasurability and infinity in a proper sense and insofar as 
it is a matter of actual presence in all parts of the world, Voetius affirms that 
this is the case.?!^ However, if the question is framed to ask whether a creature 
can possibly be present everywhere or whether God *by means of his absolute 
power could have produced a creature that was diffused throughout all parts 
of the world, throughout all real spaces, and for that reason was everywhere," 


210 SD V,63:"111. Infinitas distinguiturin absolutam et in relate consideratam ad locum aut ter- 
minos, aut mensuram quantitatis, durationis. Prior simpliciter dicitur infinitas. Posterior 
in ordine ad spacium quodcunque sive reale mundi creati, sive imaginarium, dicitur 
immensitas, immensurabilitas: in ordine ad mundum creatum dicitur, ubiquitas, et omni- 
praesentia." On divine infinity in Reformed orthodoxy, cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 325-64 and 
Te Velde, The Doctrine of God, 152—56; in the sixteenth and seventeenth century in general 
Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 85-108; and from a systematic-theological 
perspective Van den Brom, Divine Presence in the World. 

211 SD V, 63: "Quamvis posterius in ordine ad quodcunque spacium sive creaturis repletum 
sive imaginarium, seu possibile creari et repleri, aliquando usurpetur aut usurpari possit. 
Sicuti etiam vocabulo modo indicata aliquando distinguuntur, aliquando promiscue pro 
arbitrio autorum adhibentur" 

212 SD V, 63: “Infinitas in ordine ad durationem, proprie vocatur aeternitas." 

213 SD V, 63: “Ex infinitate, sequitur incomprehensibilitas; sive per continentiam et compre- 
hensionem quamcunque, sive localem, sive causalem, sive cognitivam; eamque aut sen- 
sitivam, aut imaginativam aut intellectivam.” Cf. sp v, 66; Syllabus, Eıv-E3v; Catechisatie, 
295-98. 

214 SDV, 65: “1. Prob. Utrum esse ubique sit solius Dei? Resp[ondetur]. Si vocem ubiquitatis pro 
immensitate et infinitate; aut si stricte accipias, ut notet praesentiam in hoc mundo; et tò 
esse solius Dei, notet actualiter solum Deum esse in omnibus partibus mundi, omniaque 
ejus loca replere: Aff[irmatur]. Nulla enim creatura est quae nunc repleat totum mun- 
dum, aut per omnia ejus loca diffusa sit." 
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the matter is entirely different. Voetius sees no reason why it would have been 
altogether impossible for God to have done this.?!5 

The second issue concerns the question whether God's omnipresence is 
real so that he is everywhere through his essence, or whether he is omnipres- 
ent by virtue of his power and work alone so that he in his essence remains 
in heaven.?!6 The latter had been argued by Socinians and Conrad Vorstius.?!” 
Voetius gives an extensive treatment of their objections to God's essential 
omnipresence. Against the objection that God cannot be present in that 
which is impure and unworthy in creation, Voetius argues that the Socinians 
have an erroneous conception of God in portraying him as a corporeal being 
and as capable of suffering, and that they restrict God's omnipresence to his 
power and strength.?!® Voetius furthermore suspects that the Socinians' view 
is connected to their denial of the doctrine of the two natures of Christ, which 
further implies their rejection of the unio hypostatica and the doctrine of the 
incarnation.?? In favour of God's essential omnipresence, Voetius appeals 
to Jeremiah 23:23-24, Acts 17:29 and Psalms 139:8-9.22° Voetius likewise 


215 SD V, 65: "Sed alia quaestio est, cum quaeritur non actu, sed de potentia; An scil. potu- 
isset, aut posset per absolutam Dei potentiam tanta creatura produci, quae diffusa per 
omnes mundi partes, per omnia realia spacia, consequenter sic esset ubique: non quidem 
indivisibiliter, aut totaliter tota, sed secundum suas partes (siquidem corporea esset) et 
visibiliter, atque ad commensurationem spatii... Hinc nihil absurdi video sequi, si quis 
affirmet, uti in syllabo problematum in affirmantem partem ante annos aliquot inclinare 
me ostendi in istis verbis: An per absolutam Dei potentiam creari possit creatura quae sit 
ubique? Aff[irmatur].” Cf. Syllabus, Ear. 

216 SD V, 66-83, esp. 66: “1. Probl. An Deus essentialiter seu essentia sua sit ubique, an vero tan- 
tum in coelo, et virtute atque operatione ubique." Cf. on this McGahagan, "Cartesianism in 
the Netherlands," 85-86. 

217 In SD v, 67, Voetius refers to Vorstius, Tractatus Theologicus de Deo, Notae ad disputa- 
tionem III, 230-43, esp. 231-33, and Volkelius and Crellius, De vera religione libri quinque, 
I, cap. 27. Similarly Abraham Heidanus; cf. Goudriaan, “Die Rezeption des cartesianischen 
Gottesgedankens,” 189-92. Cf., however, on Turretin Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 
112-13, 192-93. 

218 SD V, 67-71, esp. 67-68: "De locis et rebus, primo praesupponi falsum, de Deo corporeo, 
et patibili, et contagio atque affectione noxia et molesta, qua essentia ejus aut qualitates 
ipsius infestarentur.... Secundo, falso praesupponitur virtutem Dei, quam rebus illis et 
locis praesentem esse concedunt ibidem adversarii, realiter ab essentia distingui." 

219 SD V, 68: "Vorstio ejusque hyperaspistis (quibus non licet esse tam disertis, ac Crellio 
aperte neganti duas naturas Christi earumque unionem) addimus, Deitatem personaliter 
unitam humanae naturae Christi necessario fuisse praesentem in utero Virginis Mariae. 
Jam vero qualis ille locus sit, et quomodo situs inter duas corporis humani sentinas, 
alvum scil. et vesicam, discant ex anatomicis.” Cf. sD v, 70, 83. 

220 SD V, 68: "Scriptura asserit Deum esse in terra eamque implere, Jerem. 23. non longe esse 
ab unoquoque nostrum. Actor. 17. Esse in extermo matris, et in scheol. Psalm. 139.” 


PREDICATES AND ATTRIBUTES 277 


counters the Socinian objections that God would otherwise be involved in 
things unworthy of him, or that he cannot be essentially or personally present 
in the smallest things or atoms, or even essentially present in devils.2?! Finally, 
the objection that God would effect all evil immediately through his essence 
if he were essentially present in evil deeds is countered by Voetius in arguing 
that God's presence, if it is understood properly, does not in any way exclude 
secondary causality. In this context, he explicitly rejects as absurd the view 
that "God himself works everything in all things when secondary causes, which 
are only passive and subjective, are present,” and that second causes are not 
real and “formal principles of their acts”? In an added refutation of further 
Socinian objections, Voetius finally illustrates that one can indeed say that 
God is present in heaven as his throne and dwelling place in a special way, but 
that this in no way precludes his general presence (praesenter) by virtue of his 
essence (enter) and power (potenter).??3 

The third problem concerns the question whether it is of any use to relate 
God's presence even to imaginary spaces (spatia imaginaria). In his Syllabus 
Voetius had already answered this question affirmatively when he stated that 
God “can be present in imaginary spaces outside of heaven and was ‘somewhere’ 
before the creation of the world.”??* No less an opponent than Samuel Maresius 
had criticized this position, leading Voetius to give an extensive defence of it 
in his 1648 disputation De selectis quibusdam problematis.??5 There he clarified 
that there was no “where” (ubi) really distinct from God before the creation of 
the world that God filled with his presence ad extra, but that there still was an 
“uncreated and eternal ‘where, namely, God himself, where God was present 


221 SD V, 71-73, 74-75. 

222 SD V, 75-76, esp. 76: "Sin vero exclusio causalitatis causae secundae innuatur, quasi scil. 
non esset verum, proprium, particulare, et formale actionum suarum principium, et quasi 
Deus ad praesentiam causarum secundarum, passive et subjective se tantum habentium, 
solus operaretur omni in omnibus: utique tanquam absurdum rejicimus." 

223 SD V, 76-83, esp. 77: "Sed tyronibus in theologiae, quin et catechumenis notum est pecu- 
liarem modum praesentiae Dei in coelo tanquam throno, et habitaculo, non esse con- 
fundendum cum generali praesentia Dei, secundum quam, Enter praesenter Deus hic et 
ubique potenter; per habitationem in coelo particularem praesentiae modum notari, non 
excluso generali, sed praesupposito.’ Cf. Syllabus, E2r, and on the scholastic hexameter 
cited by Voetius Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 192, n. 126. 

224 Syllabus, E2r: "An Deus extra coelum in spatiis imaginariis esse possit et ante mundi crea- 
tionem alicubi fuerit? A[ffirmatur]." Cf. on this sp v, 132-36, 574-81. 

225  Maresius, Theologiae elenchticae nova synopsis, 11, praefatio, where Maresius tries to prove 
that there are no less than 600 paradox statements in Voetius's Syllabus, twenty of which 
he finds particularly problematic. Voetius answer inter alia with sp v, 572—716 (there: 
574-81), which evoked Maresius's reaction in Maresius, Theologus paradoxus retectus et 
refutatus, esp. 14-51. On this debate, cf. above, ch. 3.3. 
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with his presence ad intra, as had also been argued by Stephan Szegedin 
(= Zegedinus, 1505-1572). "The scholastics add that God was present in imagi- 
nary spaces."726 Voetius mentions particularly the Jesuits Francis Suárez (1548- 
1617), Francisco de Toledo (= Toletus, 1534-1596), Antonio Rubi (= Ruvius, 
1548-1615), Rodrigo de Arriaga (1592-1667), and Pedro Hurtado de Mendoza 
(1578-1641), the Dominican João Poinsot (= Jean de Saint-Thomas, 1589-1644), 
as well as the Collegium Conimbricense and Collegium Complutense??? Voetius 
remarks that, if one considers not only the particular way of expressing God’s 
immeasurability as his presence in imaginary spaces, but also the thing itself, 
namely, "God's infinite presence outside of this world” and God's highest tran- 
scendence, one can discern a broad consensus between Catholic, Lutheran, 
and Reformed theologians and philosophers.22® Aside from Maresius, those 
who criticize this doctrine include in particular René Descartes and theologi- 
ans like Abraham Heidanus (1597-1678) and Christoph Wittich (1625—1687).229 

Aside from pointing to this consensus, Voetius gives five arguments for 
God's essential presence in imaginary spaces. First, 1 Kings 8:27 testifies that 
"the heavens, even the highest heaven," cannot contain God. Secondly, God 


226 SD V, 576: "Ante mundum conditum nullum fuisse ubi (reale scil. realiter a Deo distinc- 
tum), quod Deus repleret sua praesentia ad extra scil. libenter concedimus: Sed ideo non 
sequitur, non fuisse ubi increatum et aeternum, ipsum scil. Deum in quo erat Deus prae- 
sentia ad intra, ut loquitur Zegedinus. Addunt Scholastici fuisse et spacia et imaginaria." 
On Szegedin, cf. Jócher, Allgemeines Gelehrten-Lexicon, 1v, 974—95. 

227 SD V, 576. Cf. in particular Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 30, sect. 7, nn. 
28-30 (ed. Berton, xxvi, 103b-105a), and cf. on Suárez Goudriaan, Philosophische 
Gotteserkenntnis, 93-8. In sp v, 576, Voetius remarks that Gabriel Vásquez (1549-1604) 
rejected this teaching with Scotus, but that the Scotist Thedor Smising (ca. 1580-1626) 
adopted an intermediate position; cf. Smising, Disputationes theologicae, 1, tract. 2, disp. 5 
(155-62). 

228 SD v, 578: "Accedit consensus et Theologorum et Philosophorum, non tantum Pontifi- 
corum, et Lutheranorum, sed etiam imprimis nostrorum, qui aut exserte modum hunc 
concipiendi et enuntiandi absolutam Dei immensitatem per spacia imaginaria, aut 
saltem rem ipsam, hoc est, Dei existentiam infinitam extra hunc mundum, aut supra 
supremeum coelum admittunt" Voetius refers inter alia to the Reformed theologi- 
ans Franciscus Junius, the Leiden Synopsis, Marcus Friedrich Wendelin (1584-1662), 
Maccovius, Johannes Scharpius (ca. 1572-ca. 1648), Johann Heinrich Alsted (1588-1638) 
and Hermann Ravensperger (1586-1625). Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 107, 
rightly underscores the significance of this quote. On the history of this problem in the 
seventeenth century, cf. Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 101-8. 

229 Cf. SD V, 579, 581 (Cartesius); Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 101-2; cf. on 
Descartes ibid., 249-68, and on the Cartesian theory of space Koyré, From the Closed 
World, 99-124. Also in his pamphlet Nader Openinge Voetius complains that for Descartes 
“Godt alom tegenwoordich is ten aensien van sijn macht / maer niet so ten aensien van 
sijn wesen”; See Voetius, Nader Openinge, 5, where he refers, inter alia, to AT VII, 42-56. On 
the pamphlet war, cf. above, ch. 2.5. 
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would be finite if he were spatially limited to the world. Thirdly, God can create 
something new aside from this world, and so be in the corresponding imagi- 
nary space. Fourthly, our eternal God was in imaginary time before the crea- 
tion of the world — at least, according to our mode of conception. Analogically, 
our omnipresent God was in imaginary spaces. Fifthly, God would be subjected 
to local change if his presence were restricted to the actual world and did not 
extend beyond it, that is, to imaginary spaces.230 

Imaginary spaces are of course not real, physical spaces. However, they 
do not exist in our imagination alone, but have an extramental foundation.?3! 
Given also Voetius's insistence on the possibility for God to create multiple 
worlds, it may very well be that the spatia imaginaria are possible spaces that 
correspond to God's possible existence outside of creation.??? This would mean 
that God's presence is not restricted to the actual created reality, but stretches 
to include also the alternative possible worlds and creations. 


God's infinity in terms of space is his “immensity,” in terms of duration or time 
it is his “eternity” (aeternitas).233 As biblical proof for God's eternity, Voetius 
refers to the loci classici in Psalms 90:2, Proverbs 8:23-25, and 1 Timothy 137.24 
God and his acts are neither physically nor metaphysically subjected to time 


230 SD V, 577-58: “1. Rat. ex 1 Reg. 8. v. 27… 11. Rat. Si Deus tantum esset in hoc mundo, ergo 
Deus esset finitus... 111. Rat. Qui extra hunc mundum potuisset, aut posset aliquid novum 
creare..., eique rei creatae enter, praesenter, potenter adesse, et quidem immediate imme- 
diatione virtutis et suppositi: ille potest esse, et est extra hunc mundum... rv. Rat. Si 
datur tempus imaginarium, quod nos concipimus ante mundum fluxisse; ergo datur et 
spatium imaginarium. Sed verum prius. Ergo... V. Rat. Ab absurdo consequenti. Si Deus 
non est essentialiter praesens in spatiis imaginariis, sed tantum in hoc mundo, sequitur 
Deum motus localis proprie dictam mutationem subiturum." On the fourth argument, cf. 
Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 30, sect. 7, nn. 38-39 (ed. Berton, Xxv1, 107b). 

231 SD V, 579: “Non dantur [spatia imaginaria] realiter, utentia realia: concedo. Dantur in mea 
imaginatione tantum: Nego. Dantur in conceptibus subtilissimorum Philosophorum, et 
Orthodoxorum Theologorum: et fundamentum aliquod habent extra et ante mentis nos- 
trae conceptus, quamvis actu, positive aut immediate non existant." Cf. SD v, 581. 

232  CÉSDVv,63:"Quamvis posterius in ordine ad quodcunque spacium sive creaturis repletum 
sive imaginarium, seu possibile creari et repleri, aliquando usurpetur aut usupari possit"; 
V, 19-31 (“An per absolutam Dei potentiam, plures mundi produci possint"); v, 132-36 
(“De praesentia seu ubietate Dei ante mundi creationem"); v, 581; SD 1, 293-95; Diatribe 
de coelo beatorum, in: Voetius, Tractatus duo, 95: "spatia imaginaria, seu possibilia, seu 
negativa" (for this referenc, I am indepted to Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 
103, n. 74). Cf. Beck, “Basic Features,” 220-21. 

233 SD V, 63: “Infinitas in ordine ad durationem, proprie vocatur aeternitas." Cf. sp v, 84-85; 
Syllabus, E2v; Catechisatie, 297—98. On God's eternity in Reformed orthodoxy, cf. Muller, 
PRED, 111, 345-62; Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 13-14, 194-98; Te Velde, The Doctrine 
of God, 156-60. 

234  Catechisatie, 298. 
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because he is what he is, and cannot be measured by or subjected to the suc- 
cessive duration (duratio successiva) of creatures.235 

However, this does not imply in any way that God does not stand in a real 
relationship to creation and creatures, or cannot really act in history.236 Voetius 
explicitly writes that God stands in a relationship to the successive duration of 
his creatures by way of a relatio rationis.??" This relatio rationis should not be 
understood as if it were “unreal.” The opposite of the relatio rationis is indeed 
the relatio realis, but the distinction between them is not to be measured 
according to the modern sense of the words “real” and “unreal.” Using modern 
terms, we should say instead that the relatio realis expresses an essential rela- 
tion, while the relatio rationis is accidental.238 If God had a relatio realis with 
his creatures, this relationship as well as the implied “related thing" (i.e., the 
creatures) would be essential to God. This, however, would make it impossible 
for God to exist while creation does not exist. Given the necessity of the divine 
essence, the assumption of a relatio realis between God and creation would 
destroy the contingency of creatures and creation. Even apart from this, God's 
relatio realis with creatures that are subjected to temporal change would imply 
that God himself is subject to temporal change.?3° As a result, there can only 


235 SD V, 84: “An Deus, Deique actiones subjaceant tempori, sive physice sive metaphysice. 
Resp[ondetur] Neg[atur]. Quia Deus est quod est: adeo ut durationi successivae creatu- 
rarum, commensurari, subordinati, et subjici non queat." 

236 Contra Loonstra, "De leer van God en Christus in de Nadere Reformatie,” 113-14. 

237 SD V, 84: “sed bene eidem coordinari per relationem rationis." 

238 Cf. Goclenius, Lexicon philosophicum, s.v. "relatio" (975-78), esp. 975: [Relatio] Secundum 
Rem vulgo dicitur Realis. ubi est ordo et dependentia Realis.... Secundum Rationem dic- 
itur Rationis seu Rationalis." Voet, Prima philosophia reformata, cap. 6, sect. 1, n. 4 (85): 
"Sic Relatio, inspectis terminis, fundamentis, secundum ea est realis, secundum compa- 
rationem rationis"; ibid., cap. 6, sect. 3, n. 2 (102): “Est [relatio rationis] habitudo, seu ordo, 
unius ad aliud. Ubi notandum primo, Relationes illas non esse omnino nihil, in quantum 
secundum suam formam considerantur, ut distinctae sunt, a subjecto et termino. Ratio 
est. 1. Quia illa xécic, seu ordo, dicit et ponit, ante Intellectum, in subjecto et termino ali- 
quam aptitudinem, ut ad invicem per Intellectum vere referantur. 2. Quia si Intellectus 
velit ordinem servare inter subjectum et terminum; necessum est ut hunc, non alium, 
servet… 3. Quia in relationibus, etiam ratione convenientiae ad subjectum, datur discri- 
men; in quantum haec relatio Patris formaliter non est Domini relatio. Quod discrimen 
non esset, si relationes essent nihil." 

239 Cf. Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 249-52, 279-82. Cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 391: 
"Thus, to say that God is not 'in time' or, more precisely, to indicate that temporality is 
not a divine attribute or property, is not to remove God from contact with an objective 
reality but rather to say that in his enduring relationship to all ad extra objective real- 
ity, God does not experience mutation or succession in himself" From a systematic per- 
spective, Voetius stands between the extremes of Spinozist necessitarianism (cf. Reeling 
Brouwer, De God van Spinoza; Coppens, "Spinoza et la conception scolastique de dieu") 
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bea relatio rationis between God and creatures, or between God and the suc- 
cessive duration to which those creatures are subject.240 

Voetius considers that this resolves the objections of Conrad Vorstius, 
who appeals to Psalms 102:28 and Revelation 1:4 in order to argue that there 
is temporal succession in God's eternity.?*! Voetius too speaks of “God's dura- 
tion,” but in contrast to the duration to which creatures are subject and with 
which God's duration still coexists, it is indivisible and therefore only through 
a relatio rationis denominated by creaturely duration. Such terminology that 
is derived specifically from the creaturely sphere can only be applied to God 
analogously.?*? Therefore, when God's duration is qualified as “moment,” it is 
not reduced to but compared with a temporal moment in order to articulate 
its indivisibility and the absence of succession.?*? Insofar as "God's indivisible 
and boundless eternity" coexists with different times, this does not mean that 
these times are deprived of their relative distinction and coexist with each 


and process theology developed later by Alfred North Whitehead, Charles Hartshorne and 
John B. Cobb (cf. Van der Veken, God and Change). 

240 Vice versa, creatures are surely related to God by way of a relatio realis, because “being cre- 
ated by God" is an essential attribute of a creature. Cf. above, ch. 6.2. I intentionally avoid 
translating the technical term relatio rationis, because "rational relationship," "reasonable 
relationship" or “conceived relationship" might be misleading. If the term's meaning was 
to be expressed by way of paraphrase, "independent relationship" would be an option. 
I am indebted to the late Prof. Willem van Asselt for making me aware of this point. 
Dekker, De realitieit van God, 107-9, seems to miss this point in his discussion of Turretin. 

241 SD V, 84: "Frustra ergo Vorstius ex sequentibus oppositum probare conatur" Cf. Vorstius, 
Tractatus Theologicus de Deo, Notae ad disputationem 111, 226-30, esp. 227: "Adde, quod S. 
literae … differentias temporum ipsi etiam Deo perspicue adscribunt, cum aeternitatem 
ei tribuunt. Nam Apoc. 1. 4. vocatur Deus is qui est, qui erat, et qui futurus est. Et Dan. 7. 
33. appellatur antiquus dierum, quasi dicas, antiquissimus ille Deus, qui ut semper fuit, 
ita semper erit. Et Psal. 102. 28. DEO etiam anni sui sed nunquam finiendi, assignantur... 
Immo ... quoties ante mundi fundationem, vel ante secula Deus aliquid decrevisse dici- 
tur; aut quoties aliquid olim a se ipso gestum recordari; aut quippiam a se ipso faciendum 
promittere aut praedicere eum legimus: toties in ipsa etiam aeternitate prius et posterius 
inesse, perspicue significatur" Cf. Te Velde, “Eloquent Silence,” 598-603. 

242 SD V, 84:"Dei duratio indivisibilis, collate cum et opposite ad durationem creaturalem, cui 
coexistit, per relationem rationis ab ea denominatur: minime vero illi subjicitur, aut sub- 
ordinatur. Quomodo termini et phrases a creaturis desumptae, et Deo analogice appli- 
catae, non significant Deum subjici aut subordinari attributis creaturarum." Cf. Muller, 
PRRD, Ill, 355: “The notion of eternal or ‘infinite duration’ as a synonym for eternity 
underlines this issue: eternal duration is beyond time in the sense of transcending tem- 
poral limitations, but is not descriptive of God as being without time, and certainly not as 
outside of time — as if time were an objectively existent container around things." 

243 SDV, 84: "Non redigitur ad momentum seu instans temporis; sed cum eo solum compara- 
tur; quod ad indivisibilitatem, et extensionis ac successionis negationem." 
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other.?** Nor are the “beginning, progression, and decline of all things" con- 
fused when a “beginning, progression, and decline" measured by their stand- 
ard is not predicated of God's acts.245 

Following Augustine, Voetius considers time as having been created by 
God: “There was no ‘then’ where there was no time.”?46 All the same, he draws 
a parallel to God's presence in imaginary space and therefore speaks about 
imaginary time before the beginning of the world. Just like God's immensity 
extends beyond real spaces, so God's eternity may be “in all finite times" but 
still surpasses them infinitely. Therefore, he is “also outside of" time, “that is, 
before and after it. For before there was a time, there could really have been 
another time." Of course, just like imaginary spaces, also imaginary times do 
not exist in reality.?*7 


78.4  Immutability 
God's immutability (immutabilitas) includes his “incorruptibility” (incorrupti- 
bilitas) and *immortability" (immortabilitas).2*? There are no disputations on 


244 SD V, 84-85: "Diversissima tempora sibi non coexistunt, sed Dei indivisibili et intermina- 
bili aeternitati coexistunt, nihilominus inter se diversissima. Haut aliter ac lineae diversae 
uni centro indivisibili coexistunt; quamvis una linea comparata cum altera, ut terminatur 
in peripheria, eidem sic non coexistat.” Cf. Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 39, qq. 1-5, nn. 23-30 (ed. 
Vat., XVII, 486-88; CF, 78-87) and the concept of “ET-simultaneity” developed by Norman 
Kretzman and Eleonore Stump according to which eternity and time can be simultaneous 
without the different times becoming simultaneous; see Kretzman and Stump, "Eternity," 
esp. 441; cf. Dekker and Den Bok, “Eeuwigheid, tijd en alwetendheid.” 

245 SD V, 85: “Non confunduntur rerum omnium ortus, progressus, occasus: quamvis ad et 
secundum illas, ortus, progressus, et occasus Dei actionumque divinarum non mensure- 
tur, nec cum iis pari passu eat." Here, Voetius refers to Ps. 102:28. 

246 SD V, 575: "Non fecisse aliquid, respondet Augustinus lib. 12. confess. cap. 12. 13. ideo 
non esse quaerendum, quid tunc faciebat: quia non erat tunc, ubi non erat tempus." Cf. 
Augustine, Confessiones, 11, 13 (Augustine, Confessions, II, 214); cf. Meijering, Augustin über 
Schöpfung, Ewigkeit und Zeit, 53-54. 

247 SD V, 580: "Sed non est absurdum durationis seu temporis imaginarii successiones ante 
mundi initium concipere"; v, 581: "Sicut enim aeternitas Dei se habet ad omnia tempora, 
sic immensitas ejus ad omnia loca seu ubi, aut spatia realia. Sed aeternitas est in omni- 
bus finitis temporibus et infinite excedit illa, nec illis comprehendi potest; sed etiam est 
extra illa, id est, ante illa et post illa: potuit enim revera ante quodlibet tempus esse aliud. 
Nec tamen fingitur imaginarium tempus esse aliquid reale, aut Deum adesse ac praeesse 
eidem per aliquam realem coexistentiam aut habitudinem." Cf. sp v, 578. Beck, “Basic 
Features," 221, n. 45, wrongly contends that Voetius does not also speak of God's relation- 
ship to imaginary or possible times. 

248 SD V, 63: “Iv. Immutabilitas, sub se complectitur incorruptibilitatem, immortabilitatem.” 
On divine immutability in Voetius, cf. Syllabus, E3v; Catechisatie, 298-301, and in 
Reformed orthodoxy Muller, PRRD, 111, 308-20; Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 11416, 
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these attributes. In his Catechisatie Voetius refers to Psalms 102:28, Isaiah 40:28, 
Malachi 3:6,1 Timothy 1:17 and James 1:17 as scriptural proofs for this doctrine.249 
God is immutable not only according to his essence, but also in his will, as 
Voetius argues against Vorstius with an appeal to Numbers 23:19, Isaiah 14:27; 
43:13; 46:10, and James 1:17-18.2°° Voetius does not exclude the mutability of 
God's works ad extra, however.??! God's internal acts, in contrast, are not in any 
way subject to temporal change, so that one can only speak in an improper and 
anthropomorphic sense of God's wrath, the appeasement of his wrath, and 
his remorse.252 

As we will see later on, the immutability of God's will in no way excludes 
the freedom and — correctly understood — contingency of his volition and his 
knowledge of contingent states of affairs.253 In positing this, Voetius breaks 
with the Aristotelian tradition that equates immutability and necessity.75+ 


198-201; Te Velde, The Doctrine of God, 167-74. Cf. also den Ottolander, Deus immutabilis; 
Vos, “Immutabilitas Dei"; Vos, "Always on Time.” 

249  Catechisatie, 298. 

250 Catechisatie, 298; SD Iv, 1; Syllabus, E3v: "Utrum Deus sit omnino immutabilis? 
A[ffirmatur] c[ontra] Socinum et Vorstium. Utrum esse immutabile sit proprium Dei? 
A[ffirmatur]. An divina essentia tantum sit immutabilis an v[ero] etiam ejus voluntas et 
decretum? A[ffirmatur] post[erius]." Cf. Vorstius, Tractatus Theologicus de Deo, Notae ad 
disputationem III, 212-15, esp. 212-13: "Sed tamen illa quinta species mutationis eatenus in 
Deo locum habere potest, quatenus ipse actiones quasdam immanentes exercet, iuxta li- 
beram voluntatem, a quibus ipsum aliquo modo, saltem extrinseca relatione, affici necesse 
est.... Non satis igitur circumspecte loquuntur, qui Deum ut essentia, sic etiam voluntate 
prorsus immutabilem esse affirmant. De illa quidem omnino verissimum est.... Sed de ista 
non proinde simpliciter verum est: quia nulla est absoluta necessitas in Deo respectu volun- 
tatis ad extra." 

251 Catechisatie, 298-99: "V. Men soude nochtans seggen, dat Godt veranderlick was, want 
hy doet altijd het selfde niet: want dan geeft hy regen, dan sonneschijn, dan gesontheyt, 
dan kranckheyt, te voren hadde hy de werelt niet geschapen, ende daer na heeft hyse 
geschapen? A. Die veranderinge is niet in Godt, maer in het werck.” 

252 Catechisatie, 299—300, esp. 299: “Dat berouwen wort Godt eygentlick niet toegeschreven, 
maer oneygentlick, en menschelicker wijse”; Syllabus, E3v: “Ad Deus, quia irasci, placari 
etc. dicitur, sit mutabilis? N[egatur]." 

253 See below, esp. ch. 8.2; 9.4; 1.3; 11.5. 

254 Cf. DTV, 105-9; Voetius, Thersites, 187—93, esp. 192: “ubi ego veram ac sanam philosophiam 
imprimis in Theologico-Philosophicis ex philosophorum Gentilium aut Mahumeticorum 
Aristotelis scil. et Averrois sensu ac consensu metior? In Naturalibus aquilae illi fuerunt 
in Theologicis noctuae. Itaque hic a plerisque hodiernis sectatoribus suis, facile deserun- 
tur... ut patet in quaestionibus, An mundus sit aeternus, an Deus cognoscat singularia, 
anagat ex necessitate naturae, an Intellectus agens sit corruptibilis, An futurorum contin- 
gentium sit determinata veritas, An Deus curet singularia, et sublunaria, An Intelligentiae 
moveant orbes coelestes etc" Cf. Honnefelder, “Die Kritik des Johannes Duns Scotus 
am kosmologischen Nezessitarismus der Araber”; Knuuttila, Modalities in Medieval 
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7.9 Summary 


In the doctrine of God, Voetius follows the well-known tripartite structure An 
sit Deus — Quid sit Deus — Quis sit Deus. The first question considers the exist- 
ence of God, for it would hardly be worthwhile to consider his essence and per- 
sons if his existence were not certain. Believers do not need rational proofs for 
God's existence, and instead these proofs primarily serve apologetic purposes. 
The second question concerns God's name (quid nominis) and his essence and 
attributes (quid rei). It begins by considering whether the nameability of God's 
names and attributes is possible altogether. Here Voetius gives a list of ques- 
tions that corresponds largely — even in terms of word choice - to those found 
in Thomas Aquinas's Summa theologiae, although the way he answers them 
more closely approaches Duns Scotus's highly nuanced concept of univocity. 
Since Scripture speaks of God, his names, and his attributes, it is possible in 
spite of alllimitations on human knowledge to use human speech to make true 
and essentially unambiguous statements about God. 

The proper names testified in Scripture, and in particular the tetragramma- 
ton, are important in terms of their meaning but do not exclude some kind of 
mystical power. The plural name Elohim could in itself be a pluralis majestatis 
and not be suggestive of God's triunity, although it is occasionally used in syn- 
tactical constructions that do point to a plurality within the Godhead. 

Atthis point, a brief overview of Voetius's doctrine of the Trinity followed as 
his response to the question Quis sit Deus. Since it forms a topic on its own, a 
detailed treatment of this specific doctrine falls beyond the scope of this study. 
All the same, the doctrine of God from the very outset already is the doctrine 
of the Trinity, as the treatment of the latter two traditional questions in Voetius 
concern, first, the attributes common to the three hypostases (quid sit Deus) 
and, in the second place, the personal attributes particular to each of them 
(quis sit Deus). 

God is a spiritual being (John 4:24). This at once expresses the positive core 
of God's simplicity. Voetius adopts the classical doctrine of simplicitas, exclud- 
ing all composition in the divine essence, but not every distinction. The divine 
Persons, for example, are really distinguished from each other and eminenter 
from the divine essence. The attributes of the divine essence are indivisible, 
but not indistinguishable. The attributes can be predicated of each other “in an 
identical sense" (in sensu identico) insofar as they belong to one and the same 


Philosophy, 1-44; Vos et al., CF, 23-28, 164-67; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 
580-83; in addition, Beck, "Basic Features,’ 217, 221. I am not convinced by the interpreta- 
tion of Aristotle's teaching as presented by Muller, Divine Will, 86-103. 
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"thing" and are in God. “In a formal sense" (in sensu formali), however, they still 
have to be distinguished and cannot be predicated of each other. The distinc- 
tion is not purely logical or theoretical, but is based on an extramental reality, 
namely, the reality of the effects of the divine attributes. This “real” (to follow 
current usage) distinction comes close to the Scotist distinctio formalis ex nat- 
ura rei, although Voetius prefers to use the Thomist terminology of a distinc- 
tio rationis ratiocinatae or distinctio virtualis — although even then he goes on 
to defend the Scotist formal distinction against possible misconceptions. The 
recognition that the divine attributes must be distinguished from each other 
and from the divine essence also means that they can be classified. Voetius 
accepts a number of different classifications, although he has a slight prefer- 
ence for the division into the regulative attributes of the divine life and the 
operative attributes as regulated by the former. The regulative attributes are 
in turn divided into the attributes of unity (primacy and independence, unity 
in a proper sense, and simplicity, where the latter includes God's incorpore- 
ality or spirituality and invisibility), perfection (God's goodness, sufficiency, 
beatitude, majesty, and glory), infinity (absolute and relative infinity, where 
the latter consists of God's immensity with respect to space and his eternity 
with respect to time), and immutability (including God's incorruptibility and 
immortability). Of particular significance is that Voetius extends God's rela- 
tive infinity (i.e., his immensity and eternity) to include not only actual spaces 
and times, but also imaginary spaces and times. With this, he accounts for the 
possibility for God to have created other worlds, which implies his presence 
in alternative spaces and times. The situation before the creation of the world 
also comes up in this regard; in both cases, the contingency of created real- 
ity comes into view. Voetius also expresses that God stands in a genuine rela- 
tionship to his creation, while being independent from it (relatio rationis). The 
immutability of the divine essence and attributes therefore does not imply a 
real or absolute necessity in his works and acts to the exclusion of their free- 
dom and contingency. 


CHAPTER 8 


God's Knowledge 


81 Introduction 


This comparatively lengthy chapter on God's knowledge brings us to the sec- 
ond class of attributes. In contrast to first class (i.e., the non-operative perfec- 
tions), the attributes in the second class are operative perfections.! As such, 
they belong to "God's life,” which Voetius describes as “second being as it were” 
in contrast to “first being" (i.e., God's essence in a proper sense).? Voetius takes 
over this formulation identifying certain attributes *quasi in esse secundo" from 
Ames, defending against Maresius its compatibility with God's simplicity? 
The operative attributes or perfections are divided into those whose oper- 
ation is purely immanent and non-productive, and those whose operation is 
emanating and are therefore accompanied by productions such as the acts of 
the intellect or will.* Voetius unfortunately does not give any examples of the 
second class attributes whose operation is purely immanent. Perhaps we are to 


1 SD 1, 246: “Attributa divina primi generis dicunt perfectiones in Deo, quae non sunt operationes, 
secundi vero generis perfectiones, quae sunt operationes." 

2 SD V, 61: "Duo enim illa momenta in Deo (essentia et vita, seu attributa primi et secundi 
generis) secundum nostrum concipiendi modum distincta; non vero in seipsis." sD v, 583-84, 
esp. 584: "Sic quasi in esse primo in sunt Deo attributa primi generis determinantia nobis 
conceptus essentiae Dei, ut in finitas, simplicitas etc. Et quasi in esse secundo dicuntur illi 
inesse attributa determinantia nobis conceptus vitae ejus." Cf. SD 1, 403, DTV, 84 and cf. also 
Syllabus, G2v (“De Vita Dei"), where Voetius, however, treats "God's life" as an attribute of the 
second class and not as an umbrella term (similarly also Drv, 10). The distinction between 
essentia and vita Dei is incipiently present already in Aquinas (S.Th., 1, q. 18), was refined by 
Duns Scotus, and received by Suárez and Arminius; cf. Muller, God, Creation, and Providence, 
114-27. According to Muller, this distinction was not favoured among Reformed authors in 
the seventeenth century, Heidanus being one of the "notable exceptions" (ibid., 123). Voetius 
would be another exception; cf. now, however, Muller, PRRD, 111, 365-67, 373-81, and see 
Heppe, Dogmatik, 48, 62—65 (Reformed Dogmatics, 68—73). 

3 SD V, 61; V, 583-84; Ames, Medulla S.S. theologiae, 13 (1, cap. 4, 25-27). Voetius also refers to, 
among others, Zanchi and Polanus. Cf. above, ch. 7.7.3, n. 185. 

4 SDI,246:"Posteriores sunt duum generum, vel quae positae sunt in operatione immanenti, quae 
non est productio, vel quae positae in operatione emanante, quae est productio, sive potentiae 
sive intellectus et voluntatis." "Operatio immanens" and *emanans" obviously refer to some- 
thing different than "actiones immanentes" and “emanantes” in SD 1, 403, since the classifica- 
tion does not run parallel; cf. below, ch. 11.2. Beck, “God, Creation, and Providence,” 198-99. 


© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2022 DOI:10.1163/9789004504394_010 


GOD'S KNOWLEDGE 287 


think of God's love, mercy, veracity, etc., however, which Voetius in his Syllabus 
numbers among the second class attributes.5 

In these four chapters, we will treat the operative attributes following 
Voetius's own order: God's knowledge (chapter 8), God's will (chapter 9), God's 
right and justice (chapter 10), and God's power (chapter 11). 

Already in terms of mere quantity, Voetius's treatment of the scientia Dei is 
nothing short of enormous. Nearly 100 pages of the first volume of the Selectae 
disputationes are devoted explicitly to divine knowledge in the disputations 
De scientia Dei and De conditionata seu media in Dei scientia, totalling nearly 
half of the text on the attributes of God in this volume." The fifth volume of 
the Selectae disputationes and the De termino vitae also contain important 
passages, as do the Thersites, Syllabus problematum, and Catechisatie over den 
Heidelbergschen Catechismus.? As the passages in the Selectae disputationes in 
particular stand out in terms of their exhaustiveness and are foundational 
for understanding Voetius's doctrine of God, a detailed exposition will follow 
on necessary and contingent knowledge (chapter 8.2), middle knowledge 
(chapter 8.3), and divine ideas (chapter 8.4). 


8.2 Necessary and Contingent Knowledge 


As Voetius defines it in the disputation De scientia Dei, God's knowledge is 
"the perfection of God located in the operation of the intellect that Scripture 
teaches to belong to God when it predicates “voûs” of him, that is, mind, 
wisdom, knowledge, intelligence, practical skill (ars), prudence, counsel, 
omniscience."? Divine knowledge is thus understood broadly; of further signif- 
icance is that it concerns the operation of the divine intellect. 

God's knowledge is omniscience. The diversity of the objects of knowledge, 
however, requires us to recognize distinctions within God's knowledge. Voetius 


5 Voetius, Syllabus, Gar: “De Amore Dei" Far: "De Misericordia Dei"; F4v: “De Veracitate Dei.” 

6 In the Syllabus, Voetius mentions additional operative attributes. However, they are dis- 
cussed only very briefly there, so that an extensive treatment of these attributes would not 
make much sense. Cf. above, n. 5, and below, ch. 10.1. 

7 SD 1,246-64, 264-338. 

8 SD v, 85-87, 584-859; DTV, 35-54; Thersites, 187-93, 212-19; Syllabus, E3v-Fir; Catechisatie, 
300-3. 

9 SD 1, 246: “Perfectio Dei posita in operatione intellectus dicitur Scientia, quam Deo competere 
docet scriptura cum de eo praedicat voöv, id est, mentem, sapientiam, scientiam, intelligentiam, 
artem, prudentiam, consilium, omniscientiam.” Voetius refers to Rom. 11:33-34; Ps. 94:71; 
Heb. 1110 with Ps. 13935; Jer 10:12; 40:28; Jer. 32:19 with Eph. 111 and John 21:17 (Jer. 40:28 does 
not exist; this reference remains unclear). 
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provides a list of six distinctions commonly used in seventeenth-century the- 
ology, and presents them in a remarkably lucid and clear way. 

Already the very first distinction is highly informative. Voetius distinguishes 
between God's necessary knowledge (scientia necessaria) and his free knowl- 
edge (scientia libera): 


Necessary [knowledge] is that which structurally (ordine naturae) 
precedes any act of the will. With it, God in an immediate and most nec- 
essary act [1] knows himself in and through himself. Next, [he knows] 
[2] all possible states of affairs, and this not in themselves but in his 
essence as their necessary cause. This knowledge of all possible states of 
affairs is proven from Matthew 3:9 and 26:53.1° 


Necessary knowledge thus pertains to two kinds of objects of knowledge: 
God himself, and all possible states of affairs (possibilia). There is a distinc- 
tion in the mode of God's knowledge of these two objects, however, since his 
self-knowledge is “in and through himself" while he knows possibles in his 
essence as their possible cause. Nevertheless, the knowledge is in both cases 
necessary and immediate, and comes in a “most necessary act.” Common to 
the two kinds of objects is that they are both necessary. 

What are these possible states of affairs or possibles? Voetius gives two 
examples from the Gospel of Matthew. In Matthew 3:9 John the Baptist says 
that God could raise up children from stones, and in Matthew 26:53 Jesus, after 
he has been captured, states that he could pray to the Father and he would 
send more than twelve legions of angels. In both cases there is a state of affairs 
that never occurred; in the first case, at least, the laws of nature would even 
have had to be broken. However, these states of affairs that never occurred are 
still possible, and if John or Jesus knows them it is a forteriori true of God that 
he knows them. 

In the first part of the disputation De potentia Dei, Deque possibili et impossi- 
bili, Voetius defines “possible” as “what can be, although it is not" “Contingent” 
describes “what is, although it can also not be.” “Impossible” is “what can- 
not be.” In De termino vitae, Voetius materially defines them the same way, 


10 SD 1, 246: “Necessaria est, quae omnem voluntatis actum ordine naturae antecedit. Et 
hac Deus primo actu immediato, et maxime necessario cognoscit seipsum in se ipso et 
per seipsum. Deinde, omnia possibilia, non in seipsis sed in sua essentia tanquam causa 
ipsorum necessaria. Probatur autem haec scientia possibilium ex Math. 3.9. et 26.53." 

11 SD I, 408: "Quod ad primum, Possibile in genere describitur, quod cum non sit, possit 
esse. Distinguitur a contingenti, quod, cum sit, possit non esse. Impossibile quod esse non 
potest, seu cujus nulla potentia objectiva aut passiva. Ut autem duplex est potentia logica 
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although formally he uses different terms: *possible" is *what can be, even if 
it is not,” while “contingent” is “what can not be, even though it is.”!? While an 
appeal to Aristotle, Voetius here echoes in his definition of “possible” the inno- 
vative Scotist definition of "logical possibility" as the non-repugnance of terms, 
or inner consistency.? Voetius thus uses two concepts of “possibility”: real or 
physical possibility, and logical possibility — where the latter is possibility in 
the proper sense.!+ 

If inner consistency is constitutive of possibility in its proper sense, how 
does this relate to Voetius's assertion in the citation above that God's essence 
is its necessary cause? The answer to this can be found in the second part of 
the disputation De potentia Dei. There Voetius once more appeals to the par- 
ticular Scotist terminology, and explains that possibility and impossibly may 
have their origin in God but are still terminatively and formally based in the 
thing itself.5 For that reason, the modality of possible states of affairs, or their 


et physica, sic duplex est possibile et impossibile; naturaliter scil. seu secundum quid; et 
absolute seu logice, quando non est repugnantia in terminis” Cf. Van den Brink, “Gods 
almacht,” 65, and cf. DTV, 101-8. Cf. below, ch. 11.4. 

12 DTV, 101: "Possibile definitur, id quod, quando non est, potest esse.’ DTV, 103: "Contingens 
definit Philosophus, quod, cum sit, possit non esse.” Needless to say, "Philosophus" is a ref- 
erence to Aristotle. Cf. Bac, Perfect Will Theology, 195-201. 

13 DTV, 101: "Manet enim in re ... intrinseca potentia ad oppositum, potentia, inquam, et 
Physica et Logica, seu non repugnantia." For Scotus's definition, see, among many other 
places, Lectura, 1, d. 2, n. 188: "Possibilitas autem logica est in propositionibus quando ter- 
mini non repugnant”; Lectura, 1, d. 5, n. 18: loquendo de potentia logica, scilicet ubi non 
est contradictio nec repugnantia terminorum.” Cf. Vos et al., CF, 116-19; Deku, "Possibile 
Logicum"; Honnefelder, Scientia transcendens, index, s.v; Söder, Kontingenz und Wissen, 
94-100; King, “Duns Scotus on Possibilities" Normore, “Duns Scotus's Modal Theory,’ 145- 
54; Vos et al., "Duns in Potency"; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 185-89. Schmutz, 
"Qui a inventé les mondes possibles?” 16-25, argues that Scotus invented the term “possi- 
bile logicum,” although the underlying concept can be traced back to William of Auxerre 
and Thomas Aquinas (cf. also Muller, Divine Will, 163-64). To my mind, Schmutz has 
indeed shown that significant aspects of this concept were present in the works of earlier 
scholastics before Scotus. They did not, however, use the fully developed idea of logical 
possibility in the same way as Scotus did. 

14 C£ above, n. 11. 

15 SD I, 412: “Prioritas ergo originis est a Deo et ex Deo, et inde diffundit se in rem. Ita ut 
possibilitas et impossibilitas originaliter et principiative sit Dei; terminative et formaliter 
sit rei" Cf. Scotus, Ordinatio, 1, d. 43, q. un., n. 7 (ed. Vat., VI, 354): “possibile, secundum 
quod est terminus vel obiectum omnipotentiae necessario; est illud cui non repugnat 
esse et quod non potest ex se esse necessario; lapis, productus in esse intelligibili per 
intellectum divinum, habet ista est ex se formaliter et per intellectum principiative; ergo 
est ex se formaliter possibilis et quasi principiative per intellectum divinum.” On the 
different possible interpretations, cf. Honnefelder, Scientia transcendens, 45-56, 431-36; 
Knuuttila, Modalities in Medieval Philosophy, 138-43, 146; Knuuttila, “Duns Scotus and 
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possibility, cannot be destroyed.!6 Possibles are necessary in their possibility, 
and therefore they form the object of necessary knowledge.” 

An important aspect that has not been mentioned up to now is that God's 
necessary knowledge in the "order of nature" (ordine naturae) — i.e., structur- 
ally or logically-ontologically — precedes (antecedit) the act of the divine will. 
Voetius here adopts the Scotist “theory of stages" which analyses divine attrib- 
utes like the will following the distinction between various natural or struc- 
tural moments. 

While necessary knowledge precedes the divine will, free knowledge (scien- 
tia libera) follows the will: 


Free knowledge is that with which God after the decree of his will deter- 
minately (determinate) knows all existing things, in whatever temporal 
mode they may be found, whether present, past, or future.!? 


God's knowledge of factually existing states of affairs thus presupposes the 
decree of his will. Free knowledge not only encompasses future contingents 
(futura contingentia) as the object of knowledge, a topic to which Voetius will 
later return once more, but also the factually existing states of affairs of the 
present and past. They are all known determinately. The knowledge of the fac- 
tual existence of these states of affairs is not comprehended by God's neces- 
sary knowledge, but only by his free knowledge as it follows the decree. In their 
existence, therefore, the states of affairs are not necessary as they are in their 
possibility as encompassed by God's necessary knowledge, but contingent. 


the Foundations of Logical Modalities"; Normore, "Scotus, Modality, Instants of Nature"; 
Sousedík, "Der Streit." See the more elaborate discussion below, ch. 11.4. 

16 Cf. DTV, 101 (see above, n. 11). 

17  Extrapolating, one could say that modalities according to Voetius are iterative, just as 
in the modern S5 system (cf. Hughes and Cresswell, A New Introduction to Modal Logic, 
51-71; Löffler, Notwendigkeit, S5 und Gott). Cf. also DTV, 104-5: “Est enim res quaelibet 
natura sua vel contingens vel necessaria, et talis perpetuo manet in quocunque statu, sive 
sit in potentia sive in actu.... Transit ergo contingens non de natura sua in aliam, quasi 
unam naturam habeat sic, aliam sic: sed de statu in statum; ut quod futurum erat in statu 
potentialitatis, praesens dicatur in statu actualitatis, quod ibi indeterminatum erat seu 
indifferens ad utramque partem, hic sit determinatum ad unum.” 

18 Other designations are “in signo rationis," “momenta rationis" and "instantia rationis"; 
cf., for instance, SD I, 249; V, 85, 92. On Scotus, cf. Vos et al., CF, 158-63; Hoenen, Marsilius 
of Inghen, 82-85; Beck, “Divine Psychology’ and Modalities"; Vos, The Philosophy of John 
Duns Scotus, 245-49. 

19 SD L 247: "Libera scientia est qua [Deus] post decretum suae voluntatis cognoscit deter- 
minate res omnes existentes, in quacunque temporis differentia sint, sive praesentis, sive 
praeteriti, sive futuri." 
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For the second distinction in God's knowledge, Voetius adopts terminology 
that can also be found in Thomas Aquinas's Summa theologiae: 


The knowledge of simple intelligence (scientia simplicis intelligentiae) 
is the same as natural knowledge in regard to the secondary objects (i.e., 
the possible states of affairs), but not in regard to the primary object (i.e., 
God). For the latter pertains to the second member of the distinction... 
The knowledge of vision (scientia visionis) is that by which God determi- 
nately (determinate) knows himself and all other existing states of affairs 
outside of himself.2° 


Interesting about this quotation is that Voetius indicates how this distinc- 
tion relates to the previous distinction, although he now uses the term “sci- 
entia naturalis" for “necessary knowledge”?! The difference is that here God's 
self-knowledge belongs to the second member, that is, to the knowledge of 
vision. Voetius clearly understands the scientia visionis, as opposed to the 
scientia simplicis intelligentiae, as intuitive knowledge, and this is why God 
can also know himself with this knowledge.?? For this reason he expresses 
his displeasure at the fact that Arminius at different times subsumes God's 
self-knowledge under one and then the other form of knowledge. However, 
Voetius suggests that this may simply have been a slip of the pen.?? Further- 
more, Voetius points out that scholastics including Arminius (in other 
places) as well as Becanus understand the scientia visionis in a stricter sense 
as it extends only to knowledge of existing states of affairs and future contin- 
gents, and thereby equate it in regard to the object of knowledge with God's 


20 SD 1, 247: “[Scientia] Simplicis intelligentiae, eadem est cum naturali quod ad objectum 
secundarium, possibilia scil; non vero quod ad primum objectum, nempe Deum, hoc 
enim pertinet ad alterum hujus distinctionis membrum.... Visionis, qua cognoscit deter- 
minate seipsum, et omnia alia praeter se." In the omitted sentence Voetius points out that 
some authors use the term scientia intuitiva (instead of scientia simplicis intelligentiae), 
which also includes God's self-knowledge; cf. Altenstaig, Lexicon theologicum, s.v., and 
similarly Polanus, in Heppe, Dogmatik, 49 (Reformed Dogmatics, 74); see now for Polanus 
Tipton, "The Ground, Method, and Goal," ch. 7.4.6. Cf. in general also Voetius, Catechisatie, 
301. Among other places, Aquinas uses this terminology in S. Th., 1, q. 14, a. 9. 

21 In the four-part series of disputations on scientia media (SD 1, 264—339), Voetius and 
Nethenus prefer the Molinist distinction scientia naturalis — scientia libera. See below, 
ch. 8.3. 

22 On this, Voetius in SD I, 247 refers to Castaneus = Chasteigner de la Rochepozay, 
Celebriorum distinctionum synopsis, s.v. "scientia" (108-1, esp. 110: “[Scientia dei] visionis, 
seu intuitiva, qua Deus res videt in certa differentia temporis") Cf. also the scheme in 
SD 1, 248: "Deus cognoscit / Seipsum, primo, necessario et intuitive." 

23  InSD 1, 247, Voetius cites Arminius, Disputationes privatae, disp. 17, th. 9 (357). 
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scientia libera or foreknowledge.?^ This is the reading Voetius himself follows 
in the tabular overview of the various distinctions that he adds following this 
discussion.?? He likewise seems to favour this interpretation in his later dispu- 
tation Problematum De Deo pars quinta (1653).25 

These two views of the scientia visionis, both of which can be found in 
Voetius's writings, differ in the place in which they locate the primary object 
of knowledge. With regard to the secondary objects of knowedge, however, the 
two views concerning the distinction between the scientia simplicis intelligen- 
tiae and visionis run exactly parallel to the distinction between God's scientia 
necessaria and libera: possibles are known before the decree of the will, and 
all existing things are known determinately following the decree of the will.2” 
For that reason, the distinction between the scientia simplicis intelligentiae and 
the scientia visionis should not be understood in a strict Thomist sense, even if 
Voetius does take the terms as such over from Aquinas.?8 

Thomas can be found using this terminology in Summa theologiae 1, q. 14, 
a. 9 when he treats the question whether God's knowledge extends also to 


24 SD 1,247: “Sunt tamen Scholastici, qui strictius hanc [= scientiam visionis] exponunt; de 
scientia existentium tantum, aut futurorum contingentium." Voetius refers to Becanus, 
Summa, 1, tract. 1, c. 10, [q. 1, n. 5 and q. 2, n. 2] (60a, 6ob), where Becanus mentions scien- 
tia visionis only in passing and primarily discusses scientia libera. In thesis 44 of his doc- 
toral disputation, Arminius identifies scientia libera, visionis and praescientia with each 
other; cf. Arminius, Disputationes publicae, “De Natura Dei,’ thes. 44 (223). 

25 See the scheme in sp 1, 248: On the one hand, God knows "Seipsum, primo, necessario 
et intuitive, and, on the other hand, he knows “Alia a se." The "alia" in turn are further 
divided into “Possibilia,’ which God knows "scientia naturali seu necessariae, simplicis 
intelligentiae, indefinita, and "Existentia / Communiter, futura, praeterita, praesentia, 
quae est [scientia] Libera, visionis, definita" When it concerns the future, this latter kind of 
knowledge is called “Praescientia.” The knowledge of "Possibilia" is further distinguished 
into scientia speculativa and scientia practica. 

26 Cf. below, n. 31, with sp v, 86-87, where (in his controversy with Maresius) Voetius implic- 
itly presupposes the equation of scientia visionis with scientia libera; cf. Beck and Dekker, 
“Gods kennis en wil,” 36-37. Cf. also sp 1, 309: “Distributio scientiae divinae, in simplicis 
intelligentiae et visionis scientiam, exhaurit totam naturam objecti scibilis. Ergo non datur 
media quaedam." 

27  SD1,246:"Necessaria scientia] est, quae omnem voluntatis actum ordine antecedit." sp 1, 
247: “Libera scientia est qua [Deus] post decretum suae voluntatis cognoscit determinate 
res omnes existentes." Cf. the scheme in sp 1, 248, as described in n. 25. 

28 Cf. Vos, "Ab uno disce omnes,” esp. 176-201 ("Summa fratris Alexandri Bonaventure, 
Thomas, Scotus, Francis Turretin), and the literature mentioned there; Beck and Vos, 
"Conceptual Patterns Related to Reformed Scholasticism"; Muller, PRRD, 111, 408: "In the 
definitions and explanations of the seventeenth-century Reformed orthodox, moreover, 
the more Thomistic language of scientia simplicis intelligentiae / visionis is often explained 
in a voluntaristic manner, yielding the more Scotistic model under the Thomistic lan- 
guage.’ This description is accurate, insofar as the ambivalent adjective “voluntaristic” is 
understood as “will-based.” Cf. below, “Synthesis and Relevance,” section 7. 


GOD'S KNOWLEDGE 293 


non-beings (quae non sunt). Here he refers the scientia simplicis intelligentiae 
to those things that lie within the potential of God or creatures, but “neverthe- 
less are not, were not, and will not be.’ The scientia visionis likewise includes 
those things that are not now in actual existence (non sint nunc in actu) but, 
unlike the other non-beings, they at one time did or will actually exist.?? There 
are thus two distinct groups of non-existent states of affairs, and they are 
mutually exclusive. Since God's will plays no constitutive role in them, both 
groups of non-beings and both forms of knowledge are necessary? 

The position Voetius defends places himself very close to the Franciscan tra- 
dition of John of La Rochelle (d. ca. 1245), Bonaventure (1221-1274), and Duns 
Scotus. This is particularly evident in his answer to the question whether God 
can know more than he actually knows. In a later disputation, Voetius states 
that this is not so when it comes to God's scientia simplicis intelligentiae. This is 
understandable given that the group of possibles known with the scientia sim- 
plicis intelligentiae is already complete. Voetius distinguishes, however, when 
it comes to the scientia visionis. Insofar as the scientia visionis is considered 
as structurally following the decree of the will, the entire group of knowledge 
objects assigned to this mode of knowledge is included. However, if we abstract 
the scientia visionis from the decree of the will and consider the objects of that 
knowledge independently of their being decreed, God indeed can know more 


29 Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 14, a. 9, corp.: "Quaecumque igitur possunt per creaturam fieri vel 
cogitari vel dici, et etiam quaecumque ipse facere potest, omnia cognoscit Deus, etiam 
si actu non sint. Et pro tanto dici potest quod habet etiam non entium scientiam. Sed 
horum quae actu non sunt, est attendenda quaedam diversitas. Quaedam enim, licet non 
sint nunc in actu, tamen vel fuerunt vel erunt, et omnia ista dicitur Deus scire scientia 
visionis.... Quaedam vero sunt, quae sunt in potentia Dei vel creaturae, quae tamen nec 
sunt nec erunt neque fuerunt. Et respectu horum non dicitur habere scientiam visionis, 
sed simplicis intelligentiae.” Cf. also Aquinas, Sent., 1, d. 38, q. 1, a. 4, corp.; De veritate, q. 2., 
a. 8, corp; q. 2, a. 9, corp.; Contra Gentiles, 1, cap. 66, nn. 9—11. Cf. Vos, “Alwetendheid,’ esp. 
41-54; Vos, "Ab uno disce omnes,’ 182-88; Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 95. 

30 Contra Helm, "Synchronic Contingency,’ 21; Helm, “Synchronic Contingency Again,’ 237. 
As Muller, Divine Will, 128, rightly points out, Aquinas in the same article argues that "it 
is not necessary that whatever God knows, is, or was, or will be,” since “the knowledge 
of God joined to his will is the cause of things" (ad 3). Apart from the issue that “non 
oportet" may be more precisely translated “it is not needed" rather than “it is not neces- 
sary,’ the question remains whether the divine will is for Aquinas in the same way con- 
stitutive for God's knowledge of actual being as it is for Voetius (and Scotus). Aquinas 
does not seem to identify the scientia visionis with "the knowledge of God joined to his 
will” Furthermore, from the quoted response to the third objection of this article, or from 
Aquinas's arguments in I, q. 25, a. 5, ad. 1, and 1, q. 19, a 4, in corp, it does not follow that 
"the divine simple understanding includes both possibilities that will never be actualized 
and possibilities that will be actualized" (Muller, Divine Will, 130). On the necessity of 
God's knowledge in Aquinas's works, see Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 172-175. 
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objects (as possible objects) than he actually does know (as factual objects).?! 
He not only knows what he decides, but also what he can decide. The factual 
objects of knowledge form a subset of the complete set of possible objects 
of knowledge. 

Thomas Aquinas, in contrast, had argued there is no way that God *can 
know more than he knows."?? In this, he departs from the Franciscan John of 
La Rochelle in the Summa fratris Alexandri, which like Voetius affirms in regard 
to the scientia visionis (and scientia approbationis) that God can indeed know 
more than he knows, but denies this in regard to the scientia intellectiva.?? For 
Bonaventure and Duns Scotus as well, the actuals in God's knowledge form a 
subset of the possibles.?* 

The third distinction in God's knowledge listed by Voetius concerns indefi- 
nite (indefinita) and definite (definita) knowledge. Voetius writes: 


Indeed, indefinite (indefinita) and definite (definita) knowledge ought 
only to be applied to the secondary objects and not to God; the former 
to possible, the latter to future states of affairs. For that reason, what we 
call "foreknowledge" is properly distinguished into these two kinds of 
knowledge.?5 


31 SD V, 85: “II. Quaest. An Deus possit plura intelligere, quam intelligit? D [istingitur]. 
Resp[ondetur]. De scientia simplicis intelligentiae absolute Neg [atur]. De scientia visionis 
seu definita, conceditur: in signo scil[icet] rationis ante decretum seu actum praefini- 
tionis: sed post decretum in signo rationis, seu ex hypothesi decreti, Neg[atur]. Quod 
tantundem est, ac si dicamus, Deum potuisse plura decernere, quam decrevit; et conse- 
quenter potuisse scire plura a se decreta esse.” Cf. Beck and Dekker, “Gods kennis en wil,” 
34, 47-48. 

32 Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 14, a. 15, ad 2: "Et ideo non debet concedi quod Deus possit plura scire 
quam sciat, quia haec propositio implicat quod ante nesciverit et postea sciat." Likewise 
in De veritate, q. 2 a. 13 ad 5: "Quamvis autem hoc in aliquo sensu concedatur quod Deus 
potest scire quod prius nescivit, non tamen potest concedi in aliquo sensu Deus potest 
Scire plura quam sciat." In his Scriptum, Thomas wrote in a more nuanced way; cf. Sent., 1, 
d. 39, q. 1, a. 2, ad 3: *quamvis aliquo modo concedatur quod Deus potest scire aliquid aliud 
ab his quae scit; non tamen videtur posse concedi quod possit scire plura quam scit.” Cf. 
Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 173-75. 

33 Alexander de Hales, Summa theologica, 1, p. 1, inq. 1, tract. 5, sect. 1, q. un., membr. 4, c. 5 
(ed. Quaracchi, 1, 264): "Deus potest scire, quae non scivit, dicendum quod verum est de 
scientia approbationis et de scientia visionis; sed de scientia intellectiva non est verum" (for 
the most part, this text probably did not originate with Alexander, but rather John of La 
Rochelle). On this, cf. Vos, “Ab uno disce omnes,” 178-79. 

34 See Vos, “Ab uno disce omnes,” 179; Vos, “Alwetendheid.” 

35  SD1147:"Certe Indefinita et definita [scientia], ad sola objecta secundaria extendi debent, 
minime vero ad Deum; illa ad possibilia, haec ad futura: ideoque praescientia (ita dicta) 
proprie in duas istas distingui solet." 
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This is a distinction that cannot be found in Thomas, but reminds one of 
Duns Scotus's “theory of neutral propositions, which has a key role in his 
consideration of the question how God's definite foreknowledge of future 
contingents ( futura contingentia) can be compatible with their contingency. 
According to this theory, God's divine knowledge presents a proposition to 
the will as being neutral, following which the divine will determines the truth 
value of this proposition. "After" — structurally — the determination of the 
truth of this proposition, God's intellect knows this proposition and its truth 
determinately.?6 Given such a theory, it would indeed be absurd to refer indef- 
inite or definite knowledge to God as the primary object. 

Fourthly, Voetius distinguishes between a speculative and practical divine 
knowledge: 


Speculative knowledge is God's knowledge considered precisely and abso- 
lutely in itself according to its own ground without any added act of the 
will, namely, insofar as it acts in itself and not in another. Practical knowl- 
edge is the knowledge considered with the conjoined act of the will and 
insofar as it acts in another?" 


This distinction can be found in Thomas, but is absent from Scotus's writings.?? 
While for Thomas Aquinas God's will does not come up even in this context, for 
Voetius it is constitutive: God's practical knowledge, as opposed to his specula- 
tive knowledge, is connected to the will, where the will is an assumption when 
it comes to God's acts in others outside of himself. Voetius further observes 
that practical knowledge is for that reason called the knowledge of God's good 


36 X Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 39, qq. 1-5, nn. 62-66 (ed. Vat., XVII, 500—501); Ordinatio, 1, d. 39, 
qq. 1-5, nn. 22-24 (ed. Vat., v1, Appendix A, 425-27); Reportatio, 1 A, d. 38, fo. n4ra-va 
(cf. Scotus, Reportatio Parisiensis examinata, 51-55; Reportatio, 1-A, d. 38, qq. 1-2, nn. 
37-44 [ed. Wolter and Bychkov, 11, 457—60 |); Rep. Par., 1, d. 38, q. 2, nn. 3-5 (= William of 
Alnwick's Additiones magnae; ed. Wadding, x1/1, 218-19). Cf. Vos et al., CF, 140-47; Rada, 
Controversiae theologicae, I, contr. 30, art. 4 (504a—-510a); Beck, “Divine Psychology” 
and Modalities"; Sóder, Kontingenz und Wissen; Beck, "God weet wat Hij wil"; Vos, The 
Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 271—73. On the authenticity of Ordinatio, 1, d. 39, cf. Vos 
et al., “Freiheit und Kontingenz,” 100-101. 

37 SDI, 247: “Speculativa, est scientia Dei secundum propriam rationem in se ipsa praecise et 
absolute considerata absque ullo voluntatis actu adjuncto prout scilicet] in seipso agit, et 
nonin alio. Practica est, quae consideratur cum voluntate conjuncta, et prout agit in alio." 

38 Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 14, a. 16. According to Scotus, God does not have scientia practica; 
cf. Lectura, 1, d. 39, qq. 1-5, n. 43 (ed. Vat., XVII, 492-93; CF, 105): "Propter quod in Deo 
non est scientia practica, quia si ante actum voluntatis intellectus apprehenderet ali- 
quid esse operandum aut producendum, voluntas igitur vult hoc necessario aut non?" Cf. 
Honnefelder, Ens inquantum ens, 22—29. 
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pleasure (scientia beneplaciti). He himself, however, considers this description 
too restricted since there can also be a practical knowledge of pure possibles 
that are not encompassed by the divine decree, as the Jesuit Gabriel Vásquez 
(1549-1604) was right to point out against Thomas on the basis of his own 
principles.39 God can thus also know non-decreed — and, therefore, non- 
factual — states of affairs insofar as they are conjoined to his will; this is thus 
a kind of hypothetical knowledge that nevertheless follows the act of the 
will structurally. We will return to this topic in our treatment of the scientia 
media below.*® 

The fifth distinction distinguishes God's knowledge by which he simply 
(simpliciter) grasps things (scientia simplicis notitiae seu apprehensiva) from 
his judicative knowledge (scientia enuntiabilium seu judicativa).*! In Voetius's 
doctrine of God, however, this distinction does not have a significant role. 

The sixth and final distinction, namely, the Jesuit distinction between an 
absolute knowledge (scientia absoluta) and a conditional or middle knowledge 
(scientia conditionata seu media), Voetius discards as being superfluous. We 
will return to it at a later point below.*? 

In summary, Voetius states that God's foreknowledge is a particular mani- 
festation of his knowledge as a whole, that his indefinite knowledge is a par- 
ticular manifestation of his necessary knowledge, and that natural knowledge 
is a particular manifestation of his indefinite knowledge.^? Furthermore, the 
distinctions illustrate most clearly that a critical role is played by God's will, 
since the will is consistently what divides the members of the distinction from 
each other. 


39 SD 1, 247 and 250: “Recte meo judicio ex principiis Thomae Thoma corrigit Vasquez"; 
cf. Vásquez, Commentariorum, ac disputationum in Primam partem S. Thomae, ad 1, q. 14, 
a. 16, cap. 2 (4252): “illa [scientia] vero, quae est de ipsis rebus prout fieri possunt, vel ali- 
quando futurae sunt, per modum principii dirigentis practica est." 

40 See below, ch. 8.3. Interestingly, Voetius admits that — in line with the Jesuits Vásquez, 
Becanus and Chasteigner de la Rochepozay — scientia simplicis intelligentiae (but not 
scientia media) can also be interpreted as scientia practica and cause of things (causa 
rerum), insofar as it is understood in connection with the decree; cf. sp 1, 250 (Consectar 
111); v, 86-88, and Beck and Dekker, “Gods kennis en wil” 36-38, 49-50. In SD 1, 248, 
Voetius applies the distinction scientia speculativa / practica only to the possibilia. 

41 SD I, 246, 248. 

42 | SD1,248:'"Scientiam absolutam, et conditionatam seu mediam commenti sunt recentiores 
Iesuitae. Sed supervacanea est, ut infra demonstrabimus.” See below, ch. 8.3. 

43 SD 1, 248-4g: “Est ergo, ut distinctiones conciliemus, omnis Dei praescientia, scientia; sed 
non contra: nam scientia qua Deus seipsum cognoscit, non est praescientia. Indefinita 
omnis scientia est necessaria; sed non contra: nam scientia, qua Deus seipsum necessario 
cognoscit, non est indefinita. Omnis indefinita scientia est naturalis; sed non contra: quia 
scientia naturalis, qua Deus seipsum cognoscit, non est indefinita." 
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In the second part of the disputation De scientia Dei, Voetius gives a list of eight 
attributes of divine knowledge that depend largely on God's perfection and 
simplicity: God's knowledge is omniscience.** God's knowledge is in the first 
place "one, in itself undivided and most simple, although we do distinguish it 
according to its objects." Secondly, it is original and independent; it is arche- 
typal, not ectypal like our knowledge (and “our theology”).€ Thirdly, it is eter- 
nal, and in the fourth place immutable, which means that it has no succession 
and is "simultaneous" (simultanea). However, this does not mean that we can- 
not discern various structural moments with respect to the objects.*” Fifthly, 
God's knowledge is perfect and non-discursive. Sixthly, it is necessary, definite, 
and certain.^8 Seventh, God's knowledge is not potential and cannot be actual- 
ized from the outside, but is actual and pure act.*? 

Voetius discusses the eighth attribute extensively: God's knowledge is inten- 
sively and extensively infinite. This furthermore implies that it is not abstract, 
so that — in contrast to the position of the Islamic philosophers Avicenna 
(980-1037), Al Ghazali (1059-111), and Averroes (1126-1198) — God does not 
know universals in isolation from particulars.°® Already in his Thersites, Voetius 
had distanced himself at length from this Aristotelian theory as occasioned 
by objections from the Remonstrants. There he remarked that Aristotle and 
the Islamic philosophers were like eagles in natural things, but like night-owls 
in theological issues, as can be seen in their problematic view regarding the 
eternity of the world, God's knowledge of particulars, the natural necessity of 
God's acts (agat ex necessitate naturae), the determinate truth of future contin- 
gents, and God's care for individuals.5! 


44 SDI, 249-50. Cf. v, 85; Beck and Dekker, “Gods kennis en wil,” 34, 45-46. 

45  SDI,249. 

46 _ sv I, 249. Cf. above, ch. 5.2. 

47  SDL249:"Quod immutabilis, et consequenter simultanea, ut in ea non sit successio, prius 
et posterius, accessio, deccessio: quamvis nos momenta seu instantia rationis in ordine ad 
objecta in ea concipiamus." 

48 sD 1,249. Here, "necessary" probably means that the relationship between God's knowl- 
edge and the objects of this knowledge is necessary, or strictly implicative. In a logical 
formula, this looks as follows: N(p ^ gKp). (N = modal necessity operator; ^ = [material] 
implication; p - propositional variable; g - individual constant denoting a subject; gKp = 
an individuum — here: God — knows that p). On this logical instrumentarium, cf. Vos et al., 
CF, 37-38. 

49 SDI,249. 

50 SD1, 249 and 250 (Consectar II). 

51 Voetius, Thersites, 187—93, esp. 192: "ubi ego veram ac sanam philosophiam imprimis in 
Theologico-Philosophicis ex philosophorum Gentilium aut Mahumeticorum Aristotelis 
scil. et Averrois sensu ac consensu metior? In Naturalibus aquilae illi fuerunt in Theologicis 
noctuae. Itaque hic a plerisque hodiernis sectatoribus suis, facile deseruntur ... ut patet in 
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Part three briefly treats the necessity and use of the doctrine of God's 
omniscience. Among other things, Voetius remarks that this doctrine leads to 
true faith, keeps one from Epicureanism, and serves to provide comfort, admo- 
nition, and encouragement.9? 

Finally, this disputation treats two controversies on issues current in the 
seventeenth century. The first concerns the Socinian denial of God's knowl- 
edge of future contingents, and can be treated here rather briefly. The second 
controversy was on scientia media and had a separate, longer disputation 
devoted to it, so that it seems right to treat it in an extensive section of its own 
(see chapter 8.3). 

When it comes to the first controversy, Voetius begins by recalling Cicero, 
who held that God's foreknowledge would disrupt the contingency of the 
objects of knowledge, and shortly thereafter refers to Augustine's well-known 
refutation.9? Socinus himself is only mentioned in passing. Voetius is most par- 
ticularly disturbed by the fact that the Remonstrants do not distance them- 
selves from Socinus and the Socinians, but curiously undertake to defend 
them. Voetius mentions especially his former fellow student and friend, Simon 
Episcopius.”* The contents of Voetius's treatment, however, hardly offer any 
new insights.55 

More interesting is the third question in the fifth part of the later Problemata 
de Deo (1661,1669). Voetius responds to the question whether God knows future 
contingents on the basis of their real presence as follows: 


quaestionibus, An mundus sit aeternus, an Deus cognoscat singularia, an agat ex neces- 

sitate naturae, an Intellectus agens sit corruptibilis, An futurorum contingentium sit 

determinata veritas, An Deus curet singularia, et sublunaria, An Intelligentiae moveant 
orbes coelestes etc." In addition, Voetius points out that Thomas and Suárez try to “save” 

Aristotle with regard to these questions. In Divine Will and Human Choice, Muller seems 

to underestimate Voetius's strong criticism of relevant aspects of the Aristotelian world- 

view; cf., however, the balanced account in Muller, “Reformation, Orthodoxy, ‘Christian 

Aristotelianism”; PRRD 111, 371-82, and Iv, 392-3. 

52 SDI, 250-51. 

53 SD 1, 251; I, 253, where Voetius quotes from Augustine, De civitate Dei, v, cap. 9 (PL 41, 
148-52, esp. 149: “Nam et confiteri esse Deum et negare praescium futurorum, apertis- 
sima insania est"); On God's foreknowledge in Augustine, cf. Craig, Problem of Divine 
Foreknowledge, 59—78. 

54 SDI, 251-52. 

55 In sp 1, 252-53, Voetius primarily mentions classic Scripture passages and refers to the 
consensus Patrum. On this issue, cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 424-30. Unfortunately, this account 
of the Socinian arguments contra divine foreknowledge of futura contingentia is partly 
counfouded by aspects that specifically belong to the concept of scientia media. 
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We deny this in regard to their real presence properly speaking, which 
pertains to existence or actual essence. For future contingents have no 
such a presence. However, we do concede it in regard to their presence 
understood improperly, that is, in God's decree, which is also called 
“objective presence."56 


This sentence is interesting since it makes clear that Voetius follows another 
approach than Thomas Aquinas in regard to God's foreknowledge of futura 
contingentia. Unlike Thomas, Voetius does not take recourse in the Boethian 
concept of eternity, according to which God's knowledge is defined by an eter- 
nity that encompasses and transcends all time. The Boethian view of eternity 
means that past, future, and present are all present actuality for God. This 
implies that God sees the futura contingentia in their definite actuality accord- 
ing to which they are eternally present to him.57 

Henry of Gent (ca. 1217-1293) and Duns Scotus distanced themselves from 
this position, however? Voetius likewise denies that future contingents are 
present to God from eternity in their actual essence. It is only in an improper 
sense, namely, in the decree of God's will as related to the object, that they are 
present to him. Voetius thus follows the line of Henry of Gent and Duns Scotus 
in seeing God's knowledge of future contingents as being founded in God's 
will and knowable to God in their “willed being" (esse volitum) or “objective 
being.” This fits with what Voetius writes elsewhere: 


56 sD V, 85-86: “111. Quaest. An Deus cognoscat futura contingentia ex reali ipsorum praesen- 
tia? N[egatur] c[um] D [istinctione]. Resp[ondetur]. De reali praesentia proprie dicta, quae 
existentiae seu actualis essentiae est, Neg[atur.] Talis enim futurorum praesentia nulla 
est. De improprie dicta praesentia, in decreto scil[icet] Dei, quam objectivam vocant, 
conceditur" Cf. Beck and Dekker, *Gods kennis en wil," 34, 50. 

57 Thus, for Boethius, a contingent state of affairs is necessary if itis known by God. According 
to Thomas, God knows futura contingentia in their own being due to his eternal nature. Cf. 
Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 162—64, 167; Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge, 79-126. 

58 Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 39, qq. 1-5, nn. 27-30, 84-87 (ed. Vat., XVII, 487-88, 506-8; CF, 82-87, 
174-179); cf. Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 167: "Scotus took issue with the Boethian view 
adopted by Thomas Aquinas, which was well-known at the time, and chose instead a line 
of thought that had emerged toward the end of the thirteenth century through the work 
of Henry of Ghent, viz., that God knows the contingent through the infallible causality of 
his will” This debate was still ongoing in Voetius's times; cf. Rada, Controversiae theolog- 
icae, 1, contr. 30 (487a-519b: "Controversio trigesima: An Deus cognoscat futura contin- 
gentia?"); Voetius possessed a copy of this frequently reprinted work (Auction Catalogue 
11 T 4°, 445). Cf. below, ch. 8.3, on the discussions revolving around scientia media. 

59 Cf. Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 39, n. 90, 93 (ed. Vat., XVII, 508-10; CF, 182-83, 188-89); Hoenen, 
Marsilius of Inghen, 175-84, and cf. the literature mentioned in n. 36 on the "theory of the 
neutral proposition." For Voetius, cf. also Thersites, 212-19. 
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Our view, our intention is therefore that the certainty of the knowledge 
of vision or of the definite foreknowledge of future contingents is to be 
sought and established first in God's will or decree, as in its proper root 
(so to speak), and not in something outside of it such as ... the presence 
of all things before God or their existence in eternity.9? 


This highlights once more the key role played by the divine will, which forms 
at once the dividing axis in the various distinctions in God's knowledge that 
have already been discussed above. God knows future contingent states of 
affairs with his free knowledge on the basis of the decree of his free will - if we 
extrapolate on this, we could say that God knows contingencies contingently. 
However, he knows himself and all possibles necessarily. 


8.3 Middle Knowledge 


8.31 The Significance and Origin of the Controversy 

The second main controversy which Voetius treats in his disputation De scien- 
tia Dei is the polemics surrounding God's middle or conditional knowledge of 
future contingents.®! The term “middle knowledge" comes from the placement 


60 SD V, 587: “Haec est ergo sententia, haec intentio nostra, ut certitudo scientiae visionis, 
seu praescientiae definitae futurorum contingentium quaeratur et statuatur primo in Dei 
voluntate seu ejus decreto, tanquam in propria radice ejus (ita loquar); non vero extra 
illud, e[xemplum] gr[atiae] in ipsa determinata veritate futurorum contingentium, aut 
in rerum omnium praesentialitate in Deo, seu in earum existentia in aeternitate, aut in 
ideis aut in causis moraliter necessitantibus, aut in essentia divina tanquam in medio, aut 
in decreto concomitante, aut in causa libera super comprehensa, aut per excellentiam et 
infinitatem divinae scientiae, aut per simplicem intuitum veritatis seu intuitive in seipsis, 
quemadmodum ad haec aut similia confugere solent Remonstrantes, aliique Doctores 
qui cum Socino praescientiam futurorum contingentium non negant." Most of the alter- 
natives mentioned are used by Jesuit proponents of the doctrine of scientia media; cf. sD 
I, 258 (Consectar); Knebel, "Scientia media"; Ramelow, Gott, Freiheit, Weltenwahl, 219-30. 
In support of his opinion, which he considers as the common one among orthodox theo- 
logians, Voetius refers to Twisse, De scientia media, 1, cap. 7, digr. 5 (390); 1, cap. 8 (393-94). 

61 SD1,254:"Altera capitalis controversia restat examinanda, de scientia, quam vocant, media 
seu conditionata a futurorum" On this controversy, cf. Vansteenberghe, “Molinisme”; 
Molina, Concordia, with Molina, On Divine Foreknowledge (with an excellent introduction 
by Alfred Freddoso); Barth, KD 11/1, 638-61 (Church Dogmatics, 11/1, 567-86, an excursus 
worth reading, albeit imprecise at times); Reinhardt, Pedro Luis (also a good introduc- 
tion); Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge, 169—206 (Molina, 207-233 (Suárez); Knebel, 
"Scientia media”; Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 10-1, 77-84, 282-87; Edwards, “Molina/ 
Molinismus" (sometimes imprecise); Ramelow, Gott, Freiheit, Weltenwahl; Knebel, Wille, 
Würfel und Wahrscheinlichkeit; Muller, PRRD, 111, 417—432. Cf. also the contributions in 
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of this knowledge "between" God's necessary and free knowledge. When listing 
the various distinctions used for God's knowledge, Voetius had already indi- 
cated that he thought middle knowledge to be superfluous.®? 

Voetius supplies the definition given by the Jesuit Becanus: middle knowl- 
edge is 


that knowledge by which God from eternity knows not absolutely but 
with a condition what people and angels would have done by virtue of 
their freedom if they had been placed in these or those circumstances, or 
in this or that order of things.9? 


At this point Voetius does not offer a detailed analysis of the definition, but 
merely reports that the proponents of this doctrine disagree as to whether this 
knowledge is to be ascribed to indefinite or definite knowledge, and whether 
its objects include only those conditional future states of affairs that depend 
on the free will of people (or angels), or whether it also extends to conditional 
future states of affairs that depend on natural causes. Other definitions of mid- 
dle knowledge will be treated extensively below in chapter 8.3.3. 

Voetius was well informed on the history of the doctrine of middle knowl- 
edge, which played a major role within the larger Controversy de Auxilüis.9^ He 
knew not only that it owed its origin to the Jesuits, but also that it had already 


Kaufman and Aichele, A Companion to Luis de Molina, especially by Dvorak, “Divine 
Foreknowledge," Cruz Cruz, “Predestination,” and Pior, "The Philosophical Impact,” and 
see now especially Matava, Divine Causality, esp. 16-36. Since Alvin Plantinga's “redis- 
covery" of the concept of middle knowledge in 1973, it enjoys growing attention in the 
Anglo-American tradition of analytic philosophy; cf. Dekker, Middle Knowledge, and the 
anthology by Hasker, Basinger, and Dekker, Middle Knowledge. Until the German version 
of the present work, the only literature on Voetius's engagement with the concept of sci- 
entia media was the short, partly confused account in Gass, Geschichte der protestant- 
ischen Dogmatik, 1, 467—71. In addition, cf. Heppe, Dogmatik, 67-70 (Reformed Dogmatics, 
77-81); Barth, KD 11/1, 646 (Church Dogmatics, 11/1, 573-74); Beck, “Basic Features,” 
222-23. See now also Bac, Perfect Will Theology, 71-99 (Suárez), 99-154 (Twisse), 157-176 
(Episcopius), and 176-210 (Voetius), and the recent volume edited by Ballor, Gaetano, 
and Sytsma, Beyond Dordt and De Auxiliis, especially the "Introduction" and the essays by 
Stanglin, “Scientia media,” and Goudriaan, “Defending Grace.” 

62 See above, ch. 8.2, n. 42. 

63 SD 1, 254: "Scientia, qua Deus ab aeterno, non absolute, sed sub conditione cognovit, quid 
homines et angeli facturi essent, pro sua libertate, si cum his aut illis circumstantiis, in tali 
vel tali rerum ordine collocarentur." See Becanus, Summa, 1, tract. 1, c. 10, q. 1 (60a). 

64  SD1,254—57; Cf. SD 1, 265-66. Cf. Stegmüller, Geschichte des Molinismus, 1, 1*-80*; Molina, 
Concordia, 3*—51*; Freddoso, "Introduction"; Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 282-85; Matava, 
Divine Causality. See also above, n. 61. 
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been condemned by the theologians of Leuven (Louvain) and the University 
of Douai in their censure on the theses of Leonhardt Lessius (1554-1623).6° 
He was furthermore aware that both Pedro de Fonseca (1528-1599) as well as 
Luis de Molina (1535-1600) alleged that they had discovered middle knowl- 
edge. Fonseca claimed that he had used it to reconcile grace and free will as 
early as in his public lectures of 1566. Molina, on the other hand, stated that he 
had independently developed the concept of scientia media and subsequently 
published it in 1588 in his Concordia.66 Among the other proponents of this 
theory Voetius lists the Jesuits Suárez, Vásquez, Becanus, and Pedro Hurtado 
de Mendoza (1578-1641). Since then, so he reports, it has found general accept- 
ance among the Jesuits.67 

Voetius claimed that the Jesuits used middle knowledge to try and hide 
their Pelagian or semi-Pelagian views, and so to make their mark against the 
Dominicans.9? He also knew, however, that the Dominicans, especially the 
Spaniard Domingo Báfiez (1528-1604), as well as Diego Álvarez (ca. 1550-1635), 
Giovanni Matteo Rispoli (d. 1639), and Francois du Bois (= Sylvius, 1581-1649), 
had attacked it.9? Elsewhere Voetius refers to Pope Clement vri, known for 
founding the Congregatio de auxiliis gratiae (1598-1607), who like his successor 
Paul v would not bring himself to enact a papal confirmation of the various 
condemnations of Molinism.”° 

That middle or conditional knowledge was rejected by a large contingent 
of Roman Catholic theologians made it particularly strange for Voetius that 
the Remonstrants were quick to adopt it, as soon became evident throughout 
the Republic. As Voetius correctly observes, already in his 1603 pro gradu dis- 
putation as well as in his seventeenth private disputation, “Arminius hinted 


65 That was in the years 1587 and 1588. See Van Eijl, “La controverse Louvaniste,” 210-22; cf. 
Beck, “Doing Justice to Justification,” 153-55. 

66 — Stegmüller, Geschichte des Molinismus, 1, 4*-13*, 68*—70* and Rabeneck, “Antiqua leg- 
enda" support Molina's claim that he was the originator of middle knowledge. Rabeneck 
also argues that Molina was not a pupil of Fonseca, but see now MacGregor, Luis de 
Molina, 45-60, who does not discuss Rabeneck's argument. 

67  Itis remarkable that Voetius does not explicitly mention Bellarmine in his historical 
overview. 

68 = SDI, 254-55. 

69 Voetius probably does not mention Francisco Zumel (ca. 1540-1607) here, because he was 
not a Dominican, but a Mercedarian; cf., however, sp 1, qu”. (Pages in Voetius counted 
twice are here and henceforth marked by an asterisk.) See on Báñez and the other men- 
tioned Dominicans now Matava, Divine Causality. 

70 SD1, 327-29. 
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at this scientia media, albeit only in general terms"? Other Remonstrant 
proponents of middle knowledge named by Voetius include Vorstius and 
Nicolaas Grevinchoven (d. 1632).7? With that, the Remonstrants placed them- 
selves in the controversial tradition of Sebastian Castellio (1515-1563), Dirck 
Volkertszoon Coornhert (1522-1590), Caspar Janszoon Coolhaes (1536-1615), 
and Cornelis Wiggerts (d. after 1600).”8 

At the end of his disputation De scientia Dei, Voetius points out that he had 
already demonstrated in his De termino vitae (1636) that scientia media was at 
best subsumed under indefinite knowledge (scientia indefinita) or the knowl- 
edge of simple intelligence (scientia simplicis intelligentiae)."^ He adds a brief 
summary of the two most important arguments he had offered there. 

The first argument is based on the assumption that, with knowledge of 
conditionals (scientia conditionalium), the conditions applied are either really 
present in the future or they are not present in the future. If the former is true, 
they are objects of the scientia visionis; if the latter is true, they are objects of 
the scientia simplicis intelligentiae. These two forms of knowledge thus encom- 
pass all conditions and are sufficient, leaving no further room for such a thing 
as middle knowledge.”® 

The point of departure for Voetius’s second argument is that all states of 
affairs are preordained by God absolutely and depend on his will. These 


71 SD I, 256: "Hinc Arminius loc. cit. scientiam hanc mediam, sed in generalibus terminis 
tantum, innuit"; cf. Arminius, Disputationes publicae, 1v: "De Natura Dei,” thes. 43 (223): 
“XLIII. Dicunt insuper Scolastici scientiam Dei aliam esse naturalem et necessariam, 
aliam liberam, aliam mediam. Et naturalem quidem seu necessariam, qua Deus seipsum 
et omnia possibilia intelligit. Liberam qua novit omnia alia Entia. Mediam qua novit, si 
hoc sit, illud futurum. Illa praecedit omnem liberum voluntatis divinae actum. Ista actum 
voluntatis liberum sequitur. Haec postrema actum quidem voluntatis liberum praecedit, 
sed ex hypothesi illius aliquid futurum videt." Moreover, Arminius, Disputationes privatae, 
disp. 17, thes. 11 (357): "Scientia qua novit aliquid futurum si hoc sit, media est inter illas 
duas: precedens quidem actum voluntatis liberum quoad intelligentiam, sed nonnisi ex 
hypothesi illius aliquid futurum sciens secundum visionem." More recent research con- 
firmed Voetius's observation; see Muller, God, Creation, and Providence, 154-66; Dekker, 
Rijker dan Midas, 76-103; Dekker, “Was Arminius a Molinist?”; Den Boer, God's Twofold 
Love, 143-48; Stanglin, Arminius, 84-89; Stanglin and McCall, Jacob Arminius, 62-69. 

72  SD1,256-57. 

73 | SD 1,256. For Coornhert, Coolhaes, and Wiggerts, see Hofman, Eenich achterdencken, 172- 
83, and cf. Dekker, “Wilsvrijheid volgens Coornhert”; Van Veen, "Calvinists vs. Libertines.” 

74 | SDI, 257; cf. DTV, 51-54. 

75  SD1,257: “Prima, Conditiones quae apponuntur, ut dicatur scientia conditionalium, vel 
sunt futurae, vel non. Si prius, jam sunt objectum scientiae visionis: Sin posterius, jam 
sunt objectum scientiae simplicis intelligentiae. Ergo nulla est scientia media." 
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include even the conditional free causes which God has decreed as the effect 
of his providence and thus, like all other things, independent from his knowl- 
edge of conditional states of affairs.76 

Voetius's intention with these arguments is clearly to illustrate that neces- 
sary knowledge or scientia simplicis intelligentiae together with free knowl- 
edge or scientia visionis encompass the entire range of objects of knowledge, 
including those that depend on a condition. God's omniscience can thus be 
safeguarded even without any kind of middle knowledge being posited. It is 
worth noting, however, that the arguments Voetius supplies here do not treat 
the question of the degree to which the compatibility of God's knowledge, 
will, power, foreknowledge, and grace with humanity's free choice requires the 
introduction of a third form of knowledge with middle knowledge. Yet the pro- 
ponents of scientia media themselves had noted that this form of knowledge 
had been introduced to support this compatibility. Voetius treated this latter 
issue extensively in a separate disputation De conditionata seu media in Deo 
scientia, which was taken up in volume one of his Disputationes. 


8.3.2 The Disputation "De conditionata seu media in Deo scientia" 

This disputation appears to be the second of a three-part set of disputations 
which Matthias Nethenus defended under the presidence of Voetius between 
1643 and 1646.7? The first disputation refuted the acceptance of conditional 
decrees in God,’® while the third defended a determining divine concurrence 
against the Jesuit notion of a humanly determined divine concurrence.?? In the 
centre of this set of three disputations, also thematically, we find the present 


76 SD 1, 257: “Secunda, omnia sunt a Deo absolute praeordinata, et dependent ab ejus volun- 
tate. Ergo independenter a scientia conditionalium ea decrevit Deus: nam et ipsas causas 
conditionales liberas tanquam providentiae suae effectum ordinavit." 

77 This is suggested in sp 1, 264. Cf. below, n. 79. 

78 Voetius and Nethenus, Disputatio theologica de decretis in Deo conditionatis. The disputa- 
tion defended on 28 June 1643 is found in the university's library in Leipzig, but not in the 
library of the University of Edinburgh, as the Apparatus van der Woude in the library of 
the University of Amsterdam (UvA) erroneously records. 

79 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante. The first part ("sectio") was defended in 
March, April, and May 1634, the second in December 1634, and the third in May 1635. AII 
parts are available in their entirety at the "Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana." The first sen- 
tence of the first part reads: "Post detecta Hypotheticorum figmenta de Decretis in Deo 
et Scientia Conditionatis: ultimum nunc labor restat de potentia executrice decretorum 
divinorum; quae alias actualis providentiae, concursus, cooperationis et influxus nomine 
venit; sic tamen ut ipsa concursus appellatio frequenti scholasticorum usu ex omnibus 
maxime pervulgata sit" (A2r). Cf. below, ch. 12.4. 
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disputation on conditional or middle knowledge which Voetius later included 
in his Selectae disputationes. 

This disputation or disputation series De conditionata seu media in Deo sci- 
entia has four parts and numbers no less than 76 pages. More than the other 
disputations taken up in the five volumes of the Selectae disputationes, it must 
be attributed to the respondent (i.e, Matthias Nethenus), who should be 
considered at the very least its co-author. The contribution of the presiding 
professor in the seventeenth-century disputation practice may nevertheless 
not be underestimated, either. For the very fact that Voetius included it in the 
first volume of the Selectae disputationes with Nethenus's permission shows 
that it accurately reflects Voetius's own views, so that he must be considered 
at the very minimum the "auctor intellectualis." All the same, when we speak 
of Voetius in the following, this should be understood to include Nethenus 
as well.80 

This disputation proved to be quite influential. To mention just two 
examples: Louis Le Blanc de Beaulieu (1614-1675), professor at Sedan, in his 
Theses theologicae (1675) quoted extensively from Voetius’s solution to the 
question concerning the sense in which God can know conditional future 
contingents.®! Furthermore, in the eighteenth century the Scottish-Dutch 
theologian Alexander Comrie (1706-1774) and the Dutch minister Nicolaus 


80 SD I, 264-339; the first part was defended on 9 December 1643, the second on 
20 December 1643, the third on 29 December 1643, and the fourth on 16 July and 24 August 
[1644]. It is remarkable that the title refers to Matthias Nethenus with the following 
words: "Autore et Resp[ondente]." This is unique in all five parts of the sp. Moreover, 
this disputation lacks the otherwise numerous internal references to other Voetian works. 
In addition, Voetius announces this disputation with much praise for the respondent as 
an outstanding example for the mature theological achievements of some of his stu- 
dents. On Nethenus, see Schneemelcher, Matthias Nethenus. However, this dissertation 
is quite imprecise at times. For instance, Nethenus is also mentioned as the author of 
the Appendicis De adoratione Christi qua Mediatoris pars prima (SD 1, 536-52) without 
any reasons (Schneemelcher, Matthias Nethenus, 15). Moreover, it is incomprehensible, 
why Schneemelcher writes that a "Disputatio de scientia media" mentioned in Jócher is 
no longer extant (ibid., 163). He himself has found it, when he mentions the four-part 
disputation on scientia media incorporated in the Disputationes selectae (ibid., 15). I was 
able to track down the original disputation in the “Württembergische Landesbibliothek 
Stuttgart" Between the two versions there are hardly any relevant content-related dif- 
ferences. Admittedly, the original disputation only gives the following remark regard- 
ing Nethenus: "ad ventilandum proponit" However, this rather innocently sounding 
description was also used for disputationes de gradu, as, for instance, in the case of 
Nethenus' Disputatio inauguralis de tribus thematis a Facultate Philosophica infunctis (cf. 
Schneemelcher, Matthias Nethenus, 160). 

81 Beaulieu, Theses theologicae, “De concordia libertatis humanae cum decretis divinis," 
pars 1, th. 32-33, 450-451 (quoting SD 1, 306, and esp. SD 1, 293). 
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Holtius (1693-1773) approvingly reproduced long sections from the third 
and fourth parts of Voetius's disputation, in their own Dutch translation, in 
their Examen van het Ontwerp van tolerantie ("Examination of the Concept of 
Toleration,” 3 vols., 1573-1579).82 

The following exposition and analysis follows the remarkably clear struc- 
ture of the four-part disputation. The first part of the disputation introduces 
the issue, where the explanation of the relevant terms and the definition of the 
question are followed by a discussion with theologians within Voetius's own 
Reformed camp (see chapter 8.3.3-8.3.6).83 Part two lays out four arguments 
in favour of scientia media (chapter 8.3.7). A refutation of these arguments is 
found in part three (chapter 8.3.8). The lengthy fourth part of the disputation 
begins with five arguments against scientia media (chapter 8.3.9), then uncov- 
ers inconsistencies and contradictions with respect to the other operative 
attributes that arise from the acceptance of scientia media (chapter 8.3.10), and 
closes with four ad hominem arguments (chapter 8.3.11). 


8.3.3 Definition 

It is hardly surprising that Voetius takes his definition of middle knowledge 
over from Luis de Molina. Molina attributes a key function to the concept of 
scientia media in The Compatibility of Free Choice With the Gifts of Grace, Divine 
Foreknowledge, Providence, Predestination, and Reprobation (Liberi arbitrii cum 
gratiae donis, divina praescientia, providentia, praedestinationis et reprobatione 
concordia), published in Lisbon in 1588. In this work, one of the most impor- 
tant in the extensive literature from the early modern controversy over grace, 
Molina sees scientia media, whose inventor he claims to be, as the solution to 
the age-old problem of the reconciliation of human free will with irresistible 
grace. He thought that this concept could purify not only the doctrine of grace, 
but also the doctrines of God and providence as well as theological anthropol- 
ogy, from the determinist tendencies encumbering the theology of Luther and 
Calvin, and even Duns Scotus, as well as his own contemporary, the Dominican 
Domingo Báñez.84 


82 Comrie and Holtius, Examen van het Ontwerp, 1, 191 (= SD 1, 285); I, 292-95 (= SD I, 292- 
95); 1,320 (= SD I, 295-96); 1, 321-22 (= SD 1, 297-99); 1, 334-45 (= SD 1, 309-18). 

83 The first part also contains the introductory remarks concerning the significance and 
origin of the controversy, which — insofar as they exceed the information in Voetius’s 
Disputation De scientia Dei — have already been taken into account in ch. 8.3.1 above. 

84 Cf., for instance, Molina, Concordia, 1, disp. 1, n. 18 (Luther) and n. 19 (Melanchthon, 
Calvin); rv, disp. 50, nn. 2-7 and 14 (Scotus), nn. 8-9 (Báñez). Molina sees vast agreement 
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Voetius finds the earliest definition of middle knowledge in Molina's com- 


mentary on Aquinas's Summa theologiae: Middle knowledge is 


[that knowledge] by which God with his most exalted and unsearchable 
comprehension of any faculty of free choice in his essence sees what this 
faculty would do by virtue of its innate freedom if it were placed in this or 
that or in an infinite number of orders of affairs — even though it could, if 
it willed to, do the opposite.55 


This definition demonstrates in particular the hypothetical character of mid- 


dle knowledge: God knows what a person would choose, if she were to find 


herself in a certain situation. Middle knowledge is thus concerned with the 


relationship between God's knowledge of circumstances and the creature's 


free act connected to those circumstances.8® However, in the same circum- 


stances the creature could do the opposite if it so willed. 


It is not without reason that Voetius considers a second definition clearer 


(clarius), in that it raises at least one further decisive element. This definition, 


taken from Molina's Concordia, states that the certainty of God's knowledge 


with respect to the act of creaturely free choice comes 


85 


86 


from the middle knowledge by which God knew before any act of his will 
to which component (pars) the faculty of choice [of the creature] would 
turn itself by virtue of its freedom under the hypothesis that he willed 


between the mentioned authors regarding this question. Cf. Smith, Freedom in Molina, 
1-36. 

SD 1, 266: "scientia, qua Deus ex altissima et inscrutabili comprehensione cuiusque liberi 
arbitrii in sua essentia, intuitus est quid pro sua innata libertate, si in hoc vel illo vel etiam 
infinitis rerum ordinibus collocaretur, acturum esset, cum tamen posset, si vellet, facere 
ipsa oppositum." Voetius literally quotes from Molina, Commentaria, 1, q. 14, a. 13, d. 17 
only deviating in punctuation. In the Concordia, rv, disp. 52, n. 9 (ed. Rabeneck, 340) the 
same definition is found word for word. In order to achieve greater clarity, my transla- 
tion here and in other texts does not always strictly follow the tempora of the original as 
well as the specifically Latin consecutio temporum. Voetius rightly characterizes Molina's 
Commentaria (1592) as earlier than the Concordia (1588), because the commentaries are 
based on dictations dating from the years 1570-1573 - a treatise De Scientia Dei from 1572 
has been preserved — and written out already in 1583-1585. Thereafter, censorship pro- 
cedures caused year-long delays. The earlier published Concordia consists in essence of 
material selected from the Commentaria. Cf. the introductory remarks in the edition used 
here, that is, Johannes Rabeneck’s “Prologomenon I" (in Molina, Concordia), 3*—51* (esp. 
6* and 29*-30*) with Stegmüller, Geschichte des Molinismus 1, 1"-80*. 

Cf. Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 79-80. 
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these aids and concurrences to come to it, [and still] would have known 
the contrary, if the faculty of choice had turned to the contrary compo- 
nent by virtue of that same freedom.?" 


This definition clarifies at least two further aspects of middle knowledge. In the 
first place, middle knowledge is here located logically or structurally before the 
act of the divine will (ante omnem actum suae voluntatis). However, this raises 
the question how this knowledge can still be contingent.8® Secondly, middle 
knowledge also implies that, if a person by virtue of his freedom in identical 
circumstances — including divine aids and concurrence — had willed the oppo- 
site of what he actually willed, God would have known this opposite decision 
of the will. The context of this definition in the Concordia furthermore has the 
advantage of showing why this knowledge is called “middle knowledge”: it is 
called middle knowledge because it is found logically between God's natural 
knowledge and his free knowledge. 

The original context of this second definition is also illuminating in another 
respect. For Molina here seeks to identify the “root of the entire division" 
between him and his opponents. His opponents want the operation of divine 
concurrence with the human act of the will not to depend on the created will in 
any way, and ascribe the certainty of the corresponding divine foreknowledge 
exclusively to God's “predeterminations” (praefinitiones) by which he unfail- 
ingly and inevitably draws forth every act through the choice of the creature. 
Molina rejects this view according to which the divine predeterminations and 
concurrence do not leave human choice free, at the moment (instans) when it 
produces a good act, to be able also not to do it. This means that for Molina, the 
certainty of God's foreknowledge does not depend on his predeterminations 
with respect to the aids he supplies to human free choice and his concurrence 


87  snr,266: “Alibi adhuc clarius ait: certitudinem totam divinae scientiae circa actus liberi 
arbitrii creati provenire ex scientia media, qua ante omnem actum suae voluntatis cognovit, 
in quam partem arbitrium pro sua libertate se esset flexurum, ex hypothesi, quod ea auxilia 
et concursus vellet illi conferre, sciturus contrarium, si in partem contrariam pro eadem lib- 
ertate arbitrium se esset flexurum.” Without mentioning his source, Voetius literally quotes 
from Molina, Concordia, 1v, disp. 53, membr. 3, n. 10 (ed. Rabeneck, 389). Cf. Freddoso's 
translation in Molina, On Divine Foreknowledge, 248: "The certitude of the divine fore- 
knowledge … has its source in the middle knowledge by which (i), before any act of His 
will, God knew which part the faculty of choice in its freedom would turn itself toward on 
the hypothesis that He should will to grant it those aids and concurrences, and by which 
(ii) He would have known the contrary, if the faculty of choice were through that same 
freedom going to turn itself toward the contrary part." 

88 See below, ch. 8.3.8-n. 
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with it. Under the same aids and concurrence from God, a person can either 
will or not will something.5? 
In other words, with a contradictory pair of propositions such as 


“I will to read further" and “I will not to read further”? 


I can by virtue of my freedom realize one or the other component of this pair 
under the same divine concurrence. However, it is necessary that only one 
of the two components can be true. As a result, God's foreknowledge is only 
certain if he knows specifically the realized component as being really true. 
However, if God's concurrence, which here is understood to be the necessary 
condition for the act, does not imply which of the two components I realize, 
this condition leaves the possibility open for God to know the component that I 
do not realize as being true (in another possible world), and God would indeed 
know it as being true if I did realize this component by not reading further. In 
order to have a certain knowledge of these "future conditionals" ( futura condi- 
tionata), God needs to have a middle knowledge.?! 


8.3.4 Terminology and Implications 

As with any well-ordered disputation, Voetius strives for terminological clarity 
and informs us as to what the terms "scientia conditionata" and "futura condi- 
tionata" mean.?? The form of knowledge at the centre of the discussion is not 
called "conditional knowledge" because it is there only under the presupposi- 
tion of a condition that must first come and does not exist from eternity. Even 
the proponents of conditional knowledge do not depart from the orthodox 
understanding of God's knowledge being comprehended in an eternal act.?® 
Rather, the adjective “conditional” expresses that the object of “conditional 
knowledge" are states of affairs whose futurition ( futuritio; i.e., the fact that 
they will obtain) is not absolute but depends on a condition. In the moment of 
eternity in which the object is foreknown by God, the condition is indifferent 


89 Cf. Molina, Concordia, 1v, disp. 53, membr. 3, n. 10 (ed. Rabeneck, 389-90). 

9o  Inaformula:sWp and s-Wp. In this example, the individual variable s denotes the subject, 
the predicate constant W the willing, and the variable p that which is willed. The two 
components form a contradictory pair of propositions, because both can neither be true 
at the same time nor false at the same time. In the so-called modal square, they are con- 
nected by a diagonal line. 

91 Atleast this is Molina’s conviction. 

92 See SD I, 267—69. 

93 SD 1, 267: “quia illam actu aeque ac simplicis intelligentiae et visionis scientiam Deo 
inesse volunt." 
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to its futurition or non-futurition, and the same indifference extends to those 
states of affairs that depend on it.9?^ 

Why are these conditional states of affairs called "future" ( futura)? Not 
because they are "present" from the perspective of an observer in time, but 
because they will be "future" (or: obtain) from the perspective of the *noment" 
of divine eternity which includes not only finite time but (according to the tra- 
ditional understanding) already “was” before the foundation of the world. The 
"futurition" of such things therefore implies nothing other than their actual 
existence, regardless of whether they are past, present, or future from the per- 
spective of one who perceives in time.?5 

Voetius lists four significant implications to help his readers gain clearer 
insight into the issue. First, the conditional future states of affairs can be 
divided into two categories on the basis of an accidental criterion (ex acci- 
dente). For the "later" - structurally (i.e, logical-ontologically), not temporally — 
act of God’s will determines the entrance of the condition of several condi- 
tional future states of affairs which thereby pass over into absolute future states 
of affairs and become objects of the scientia visionis. The remaining states of 
affairs remain in their original state.?® 

Secondly, this division of conditional future states of affairs concerns only 
those that are joined to a possible condition and, among the possible condi- 
tions, once again only those conditions that are contingent. These alone are the 


94  SD1,267:"Vocatur scientia haec a suis authoribus Conditionata non, quasi illa nondum sit 
in Deo sed posita conditione aliqua demum ponenda; ... sed quia pro objecto habet res ex 
conditione futuras." 

95 SD 1, 267: "Quod de istis rebus futura solum existentia praedicatur, non ideo fieri, quasi 
non possit praedicari quoque praesens aut praeterita ... sed quia ab aeterno ante mun- 
dum conditum, proindeque ante ullam rei creatae existentiam praesentem aut prae- 
teritam a Deo consideratae fuerunt" Thus, Jesus's remark about Tyre and Sidon in 
Matt. 11:21-22, a locus classicus for the proponents of scientia media, falls under the futura 
conditionata. As an aside, the implied concept of time seems to be closer to what since 
John M. E. McTaggart has been called “B-series,’ in which dimensions of time are seen as 
relative, than to the "A-series," in which the “before-after” distinction is fundamental. On 
this, cf. Mellor, Real Time. On Molina's concept of eternity, cf. Freddoso, "Introduction," 
30-36. 

96 sD 1, 267-68. This agrees with Molina's view. In systematizing this view, Freddosso distin- 
guishes between "absolute future contingents" (i.e., conditional future contingents with 
true antecedents and consequents) and “conditioned future contingents” (ie, condi- 
tional future contingents with false antecedent and consequents) which divide the over- 
arching “conditional future contingents.” The “conditional future contingent,” however, 
designates the whole conditional relationship between the “antecedent” and the “conse- 
quent,” and not only the “consequent.” See Freddoso, “Introduction,” 21-24, and cf. Dekker, 
Middle Knowledge, 912. 
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objects of the scientia conditionata or scientia media. The Molinists and their 
opponents agree in that conditional future states of affairs with an impossible 
condition can no more be a possible object of knowledge than unconditional 
impossible states of affairs can be. They also both affirm that God knows nec- 
essary conditional future states of affairs like all necessary states of affairs with 
his natural knowledge (scientia naturalis).9" 

Thirdly, God's knowledge of these conditional future states of affairs for 
some Jesuits pertains not only, as with Molina, to the acts of the will of angels 
and humans, but also to the acts of God's own will.98 

Finally, the proponents of middle knowledge do not agree on the founda- 
tion for the certainty of God's knowledge of conditional future states of affairs. 
While for Molina the foundation of that certainty resides in God's surpassing 
understanding (supercomprehensio) of every choice of created wills, according 
to Suárez it is to be found in the determinate truth of the known propositions 
as it precedes the divine decree. Over against these positions Voetius insists on 
founding this certainty in the divine decree, as postulated by most Reformed 
theologians and already taught by Duns Scotus.?? 


8.3.5 The Main Question 

For Voetius the main question (quaestio capitalis) is whether the kind of 
knowledge which the Jesuits first proposed and then maintained against the 
Dominicans really could exist in God. Voetius phrases this question most care- 
fully in the following complex sentence: 


Can God before his decree and so with his precise and definite concur- 
rence (concursus) and cooperation (cooperatio) certainly know to which 
component of an antithesis the free choice of a creature would determine 
itself by virtue of its innate (innatus) freedom, where only the following 
are presupposed, namely, [1] that he create a rational creature, [2] that he 


97 SD I, 268: "Ex omnibus istis futuris conditionatis tantum ea, quae in prima classe secun- 
dum genus constituunt continere proprium ac domesticum hujus scientiae objectum 
sicut patet ex allegata Molinae descriptione." 

98 SD 1, 268: "Futura illa conditionata, quae sunt hujus loci, respectu causarum liberarum 
considerari posse vel in Deo vel in angelis vel in hominibus. Quo loco rursum insuavis 
est novorum suavis Concordiae authorum discordia, quibusdam angelicos tantum 
et humanos, ut princeps Molina, quibusdam vero divinae etiam voluntatis actus huc 
reducentibus, ut Fonseca, qui tamen hic aperit nobis quoddam Iesuiticae iniquititas 
mysterium." 

99  SD1,268:"Rursum in adversa parte Nostri vix aliam certitudinis istius rationem proferunt, 
quam ex decreto divino, ut olim Scotus." Voetius adds that other theologians also make 
recourse to the actual presence of things in eternity. 
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place that creature in these or those occasions and circumstances, and 
[3] that he will to concur with the creature with an indeterminate and 
indefinite concurrence?!00 


It is important to pay attention to Voetius's careful formulation. The question 
is not whether God can certainly know to which component of a pair of anti- 
thetical (or contradictory) contingent propositions like 


“I will to read further" and “I will not to read further" 


the free choice of a creature would determine itself "by virtue of its innate free- 
dom" under certain conditions. The question is instead whether God can know 
this structurally or logically-ontologically before the act of his will. In other 
words, is the assumption that a rational creature created by God is placed in 
certain circumstances and has the required divine concurrence, regardless of 
the determination of its will towards either one of the components of a con- 
tradictory pair, a sufficient ground for God's knowledge of the determination 
of that creature's will? Does God with the required indefinite and indiffer- 
ent concurrence know how a creature will freely determine itself in certain 
circumstances? Could it thus be known before God's will acts at all whether 
the creature will determine itself in certain circumstances to the component 
“I will to read further" or to the component “I will not to read further"? 

The proponents of conditional or middle knowledge answer this question 
with a “yes,” while its opponents give a decisive “no.” 


83.6 Conflict with Walaeus 
Although he does not name them, Voetius states that there are also “some 
among the orthodox” who speak of such conditional knowledge 


100 SD I, 269: “An Deus, antecedenter ad decretum suum adeoque praeciso determinato con- 
cursu et cooperatione sua, sed his tantum suppositis: si creaturam rationalem crearet, in his 
vel illis occasionibus et circumstantiis poneret, cum eaque indeterminato et indifferenti con- 
cursu vellet concurrere; certo scire possit in quam oppositionis partem liberum istius crea- 
turae arbitrium se esset, pro innata sua libertate, determinaturum?” | translate "oppositio" 
with “antithesis,” a specific case of which would be a contradiction, one of the relations 
between the four categorical propositions in the square of oppositions. 
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by which God from the infinite light of his knowledge foreknew some 
future states of affairs not absolutely but with a certain condition being 
posited.!0! 


The text quoted by Voetius is taken from no one less than his own teacher 
Gomarus. Voetius does not dwell on this issue. It needs to be remembered, of 
course, that the conditional knowledge proposed by Gomarus is not scientia 
media. It only expresses that God knows also some conditional future states of 
affairs, something Voetius does not deny, either.!?? He does, however, refer to 
another orthodox theologian who does speak of a middle knowledge 


through which future states of affairs are known on the basis of a hypoth- 
esis, even if absolutely they do not or do not yet (nondum) obtain.!03 


This definition can be traced back to Walaeus, whom Voetius engages in an 
extensive debate at this point, yet without ever identifying the *most renowned 
man" (vir Clariss.) by name.!04 

Voetius's chief complaint is that Walaeus attempts to rescue the concept 
of scientia media by introducing several restrictions, five of which he lists. 
Accordingly, scientia media pertains only 
(1) to wicked acts, with which God does not concur (concurrit) effectively 

but permissively, 


101 SD I, 266: "Ex orthodoxis unus in Disp. de Praedest. th. 31. dicit eam [= scientiam condi- 
tionatam] esse, qua Deus, ex infinito scientiae suae lumine, quaedam futura, non absolute, 
sed certa conditione posita, praenovit." Cf. Gomarus, Disputationes theologicae, X, th. 30-31 
(Opera, 111, 34b): "xxx. Sub indefinita autem praescientia (omnes, simpliciter possibil- 
ium, modos respiciente) etiam illa, quam vulgo, conditionatam, nuncupant, continetur. 
XXXI. Ea autem est, qua Deus, ex infinito, scientiae suae, lumine, quaedam futura, non 
absolute, sed certa conditione posita, praenovit" Karl Barth overinterprets these and 
similar passages, when he in Church Dogmatics 11/1, 575 (KD 11/1, 647—48) asks the ques- 
tion: “Was there not in fact a very deep and solid community of interest between the 
hyper-Calvinism of a Gomarus and the ultimate intentions of Molinism in spite of the 
fact that historically they were as different as day and night?" 

102 On Gomarus, cf. Vos, "Scholasticism and Reformation,” 10-15. 

103 SD 1, 266: "Similiter alter in Loc. comm. Scientiam istam vocari ait, qua ex hypothesi res 
futura cognoscuntur, etsi absolute futurae non sint aut nondum sint” Cf. Walaeus, Loci 
Communes, 111, n. 8 (174b): "Vocatur autem scientia media, qua ex hypothesi res futurae 
cognoscuntur, etsi absolute futurae non sint, aut nondum sint." On Walaeus, cf. also Barth 
in KD 11/1, 648 (Church Dogmatics, 11/1, 575-6). 

104 See SD I, 269-73, 277, 304. Quote: SD I, 270. 
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(2) togeneral acts that concern this life, rather than spiritual acts, and 

(3) to particular acts that do not depend on general decrees or follow neces- 
sarily from them, e.g., on the decree according to which whoever believes 
will be saved. 

Furthermore, 

(4) the constitution and order of affairs on which the infallibility of God's 
knowledge depends comes from God's providence or from a conditional 
decree (decretum conditionatum), but not from "Fortune" or "Stoic fate,” 

and 

(5) the scientia hypothetica does not necessarily constitute a third kind of 
divine knowledge, but can be subsumed under God's scientia simplicis 
intelligentiae.105 

Voetius considers that this list of restrictions hides a person who wavers with- 

out being able to make up his mind. He remarks that this man, who is highly 

esteemed in the church, no doubt had good intentions but on this point was 
clearly overly rushed in his work.!?$ For Walaeus does not explain what the 
reasons are that scientia media must be restricted to wicked acts, general acts 
in life, and particular acts that do not depend on a decree, and does not extend 
to other acts. Why ought such states of affairs alone obtain before the decree 
of the divine will?!?7 Voetius does not think scientia media to be problematic 
just because it may not sufficiently consider the sinfulness of the human will. 


105 SD I, 269-70, esp. 269: "Vult igitur loco 3. de Deo tit. de scient. Dei et loco 12. de Act. Dei 
Provid. Deum scire quid in istis aliisque circumstantiis constitutus homo facturus sit: sed 
ita ut velit hoc intellectum. Primo de actionibus malis, ad quas non effective sed permis- 
sive concurrit Deus: Secundo, de actionibus communibus et hanc vitam concernentibus; 
non autem de spiritualibus, quarum omnis laus soli Deo debeatur: Tertio, de actionibus 
singularibus, quae jam constituto per decretum in rebus ordine, non pendent aut neces- 
sario sequuntur ex generalibus decretis et sententiis, alias per visionis scientiam cognosci 
ex illis decretis... Quarto, ut velit illam constitutionem et seriem rerum, ex qua infallibili- 
tas pendet, etiam ex Dei Providentia seu ordinatione et constitutione derivandam, vel ut 
aliis verbis dicit supponendum esse conditionatum Dei decretum ne res vel a se ipsa vel 
a Fortuna et casu vel Stoico quodam fato poni existimetur. Quinto, ut necessarium non 
putet tertiam inter scientiae divinae speciem constitui, sed posse commode ad simplicis 
intelligentiae scientiam reduci.” Restrictions (1), (2), and (4) are found in Walaeus, Loci 
communes, 1X (“De actuali Dei providentia"; 229b-230), the other two in Walaeus, Loci 
communes, 111, n. 8 ("De scientia Dei"; 177b-188a). 

106 SD 1, 270: “Mihi vero hos ipsius conceptus, tum inter se, tum cum adversariorum et nos- 
tra sententia, diligentius conferenti, videtur vir, alias propter insigna in Ecclesiam merita 
Reverendus, aut non intellexisse (sit venia dictis) scientiae istius mysteria, aut ista temere 
et sine accuratori praemeditatione, quod malim, in chartam conjecisse misereque ad 
modum, illius causam egisse." 

107 SD 1, 270: "Ecquid enim? An in actionibus malis, in actionibus vitae, in actionibus et 
exemplis singularibus, a generali aliquo decreto non pendentibus, locum habebit scientia 
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At a more fundamental level, the real problem is that it underestimates the 
fundamental Creator-creature distinction. For if in eternity states of affairs 
obtain on the level of God's knowledge before his decree, this would in the 
end leave us with *a creature independent of the Creator, something aside 
from God that is plainly eternal, indeed, a creature-creator, a finite-infinite, a 
dependent-independent" — all of which are clear examples of a contradictio in 
adjecto.108 

Later we will deal at greater length with the grounds Voetius gives for these 
consequences. For now it suffices to observe that he considers Walaeus's 
modified reception of middle knowledge to be contradictory from the very 
outset because a theory that is contradictory in its core not only cannot be 
fully true, but is in fact entirely false and is to be rejected altogether. For that 
reason, Walaeus could not have found a “middle way" (medium) for middle 
knowledge.!°9 

At the same time, it is worth noting that Voetius does not reject Walaeus’s 
motives for admitting scientia media. He merely thinks that these motives 
do not require one to posit middle knowledge, but that they should in fact 
lead one to reject it. Together with Walaeus, Voetius maintains with respect to 
(1) that God does not concur with wicked acts efficaciously, but only permis- 
sively. God does indeed concur efficaciously with every act, but only insofar as 
the act forms the substratum of corruption rather than the corruption itself. As 
such, that act is no less a positive entity than the formal act in the case of the 
virtues.!!° However, this concurrence with the material substratum of sin does 
not imply that God through his decree is himself the author of the futurition 
of sinful corruption. Instead, he is only the author of the actual futurition of 
permission. God’s knowledge of this permission does not make him the author 
of sin, and for that reason needs not to be placed before the decree." 

With respect to (2) Voetius argues against Walaeus that man actively coop- 
erates in the production of the supernatural act not only with general acts of 


media, in reliquis non habebit? Ergo in quibusdam actionibus dabitur ante omne decre- 
tum futuritio aliqua, in reliquis non dabitur" 

108 SD 1, 270: “Et cum futuritio illa sit aeterna dabitur aliquid creatum a creatore independ- 
ens, dabitur aliquid simpliciter aeternum praeter Deum, adeoque dabitur Creatura cre- 
ator, finitum infinitum, dependens independens: quae cum apertam habeant in adjecto 
contradictionem, nihil illis absurdius dici potest." 

109 Cf. sp 1, 273: "Quia igitur ut existimabat Vir Clariss. medium hic inveniri non potest, quin 
media ista scientia vel in totum admittenda vel in totum abjicienda sit." 

110 SD 1, 271: “vere dicitur, Deum effective concurrere ad actum, vitiositati substratum, in quo 
peccati materiali aeque entitas est aliqua in suo genere, atque in virtutum formali.” For an 
elaborate treatment of the doctrine of permission, see below, ch. 9.3. 

111 SeeSDL27. 
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life, but also in spiritual matters such as regeneration. There is only a gradual 
difference of proportion in that in regeneration, as opposed to general acts of 
life, a person is entirely passive in the first (structural) moment.!? However, 
this passivity that comes as a consequence of sin does not mean that spiritual 
matters form another category of divine knowledge than natural matters. 
Voetius is so sharp as to see that, if Walaeus's view that creaturely freedom 
requires scientia media to be safeguarded is combined with his restriction of 
this knowledge to general acts, this combination implies a consequence that 
neither of them would want: that is, spiritual acts would no longer be free!!!3 

With respect to (3) Voetius thinks that Walaeus runs the risk of falling into 
the errors of Arabic Aristotelianism evident in that Al Ghazali and others 
claim that God understands particulars through universals. It is noteworthy 
that Voetius distances himself from an Aristotelian universalism valuing indi- 
viduals only as a part of the whole, since he would have contingent particulars 
in themselves, regardless of whether they stand in a necessary or contingent 
relationship, be known first of all by God's scientia visionis. Implicitly this 
means that the decree pertains individually to individuals.!^ 

Voetius is also unconvinced by restriction (4). He wants Walaeus first to 
explain how we are to imagine God to be able to decide even before (ante) his 
decree that he by virtue of his will wills something to obtain if it will obtain in 
certain circumstances, although in reality it never will obtain because he wills 
nothing to obtain in those circumstances. If Walaeus can explain what he so 
spiritedly proposes, this will in the end lead to the denial of middle knowledge. 
If, however, his decretum conditionatum does not really function as a decree, 
the only alternative for certain knowledge of the truth of falsehood of a con- 
tingent conditional in God's eternity can be Stoic fate. Accordingly, Waleaus 
would be forced to “admit the fatalist tables of the Stoics in which, not only 


112 This passivity with respect to regeneration includes that man in actual fact does not 
will the good of his own accord, and in the material sense is unable to accomplish it. 
Nevertheless, in a purely formal sense, he can accept the good and, as soon as God has 
awakened him to spiritual life, he actively concurs in the respective supernatural act, as 
Voetius emphasizes with an allusion to Eph. 2:1: *a morte peccatorum ad vitam spirit- 
ualem a Deo excitatus, etiam active concurrit cum Deo in productione actus supernatu- 
ralis" (SD 1, 271). On the distinction between formal and material freedom, see Dekker and 
Veldhuis, “Freedom and Sin,” 153-61. 

113 See SD I, 270-72. 

114 SD 1, 271: “Non enim haec diappyYöyv opponuntur errori Algaselis Mahometici philosophi, 
existimantis, Deum singularia intelligere per universalia: quem tamen abominari merito 
debent omnes Orthodoxi tum Philosophi tum Theologi." On Algazel or Ghazali, cf. Corbin, 
"Ghazali, Abu Hamid Muhammad" Belo, "Averroes on God's Knowledge of Particulars." 
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in respect to creatures but also in respect to the creator, the laws of necessity 
must be engraved with letters of steel.”!!5 

With respect to (5) Voetius insists that the acceptance of scientia media 
would indeed posit a third kind of knowledge in God, because through it he 
can know those things that stand between purely possibility and absolute futu- 
rition. At the same time, Voetius's rejection of scientia media in no way means 
a denial of God's knowledge of conditional future contingents: 


We indeed admit that it is necessary for God to have seen from eternity 
all the possible modes of the secondary causes in individual or associ- 
ated acts, and for him to know with certainty what would or would not 
obtain on this or that occasion. The question, however, is whether what 
God knew before he saw his decree is firm and immutable, and brings a 
certain existence in the execution of the future event that obtains.!!® 


Voetius thus shows himself sympathetic throughout to the theological motives 
driving Walaeus to accept a clearly reduced version of middle knowledge. AII 
the same, he is not convinced by his solution. Middle knowledge cannot be 
restricted as Walaeus would have it, nor is middle knowledge even necessary 
at all. According to Voetius, Walaeus had indeed defended the right teaching, 
but with inadequate means. This likewise forms the reason for the distinction 
he drew between the arguments offered by the former professor of Leiden, 
and those of his opponents. A separate treatment of the latter is given in the 
second part of Voetius's disputation. 


8.3.7 The Opponents’ Arguments 

In the second part of the disputation, Voetius reproduces six arguments 
offered by the proponents of conditional or middle knowledge. In the third 
part Voetius finally attempts to refute them (see chapter 8.3.8). 


115 SD I, 271-72, esp. 272: "Id si nolit cogetur volens nolens ex necessitate evidentis conse- 
quentiae admittere, ut ante dicebamus, creaturam quae sit creator, finitum quod sit 
infinitum, dependens quod sit independens: imo fatales Stoicorum tabulas, in quibus 
non tantum creaturis, sed ipsi etiam creatori durae necessitatis leges adamantinis literis 
exaratae sint” Cf. sD I, 294, 299-300, 318-20, 333-37. 

116 SD 1,272: “Fatemur quidem necessarium ut Deus ab aeterno conspexerit omnes possibiles 
modos causarum secundarum in actionibus vel solitariis vel sociis, ac proinde ut certo 
noverit quid hac illave occasione posita futurum esset aut non futurum: sed quaeritur, 
num ante conspectionem decreti sui, quod novit Deus firmum esse et immutabile cer- 
tamque in executione futuri eventus existentiam inferre." 
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The first argument treats the biblical passages that speak of conditional 
future states of affairs. Because the corresponding conditions were not fulfilled, 
these states of affairs never did actually occur. Still, God must know them, 
since these conditional future states of affairs are either explicitly expressed or 
atthe very least assumed in these passages, and since the revelation of Scripture 
goes back to God himself. The passages listed include Genesis 11:6; Exodus 34:16 
with Deuteronomy 7:3-4 and 1 Kings 11:2; 1 Samuel 23:1-12; 2 Kings 2:10; 13:19; 
Ezekiel 2:16-17; Matthew 11:21-22; 26:53, and Acts 22:18.17 

Three oft-cited passages are particularly significant in the discussions sur- 
rounding scientia media. In 1 Samuel 23:1-12 David asks through the ephod 
whether Saul will pull out against Keilah where he is staying, and whether the 
inhabitants of Keilah will then deliver him over to Saul. When David hears that 
this will indeed happen, he flees and thereby escapes being extradited. The 
extradition was thus a conditional future contingent that God knew, although 
it never occurred. A similar example is formed by Jesus' announcement of 
judgment in Matthew n:21-22 over Chorazin and Bethsaida when these cities 
refuse to repent. This passage reports that Jesus knows that Tyre and Sidon 
would have repented long ago, had the miracles been performed in them that 
were performed in Chorazin and Bethsaida. The third example is formed by 
Jesus' words in the garden of Gethsemane, when he orders Peter to put his 
sword back in its sheath because, if he were to pray to the Father, he would 
send him more than twelve legions of angels (Matthew 26:53).118 

Voetius's opponents argue that, according to these passages, God unfail- 
ingly foreknows conditional future states of affairs, and that this knowledge 
structurally precedes his decree. For this is not knowledge following from the 
decree whose objects will indeed be realized at some point in time, nor is the 
knowledge structurally simultaneous to the decree because there must be an 
order of "earlier" and "later" moments of nature, albeit not in the sense of a 
temporal but rather a structural priority and posteriority.!!? The only remain- 
ing possibility is thus that this knowledge precedes the decree.!2° 


117 SD1,273-75. 

118 SD 1, 274. The first two examples are found in Molina, Concordia, 1v, disp. 49, n. 9 (ed. 
Rabeneck, 310); 1v, disp. 53, membr. 1, nn. 5-7 (ed. Rabeneck, 360-61). In sp 1, 246-47, 
Voetius uses the third example as an example for an object of the scientia necessaria. See 
above, ch. 8.2. 

119 Obviously, Voetius assumes that for his opponents a structural simultaneity of different 
aspects of divine knowing and willing is not a possibility. 

120 SD1,274-75, esp. 275: “Non etiam simul cum decreto futura illa conditionata cognoscuntur, 
quia licet istam conditionatam futuritionem et decretum, ut solem et lucem, conjuncta 
statuamus, concedi tamen debet quaedam non temporis sed naturae prioritas aut poste- 
rioritas. Ergo ex istis scripturae testimoniis non solum apparet, quod infallibili certitudine 
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The second argument is derived from natural theology. God's prudence and 
wisdom require a middle knowledge with which he knows before the decree of 
his will by which means free human beings and angels can be brought to their 
goal. This argument appeals to theory of action that Suárez applied to both 
God and humanity: whoever wants to act prudently must know which means 
lead to the established goal.!?! 

The third argument states that there must be a middle knowledge because 
there are corresponding objects of knowledge, and because God in his omnis- 
cience knows all possible objects of knowledge. As proof it is pointed out that 
God knows both (1) the pure possibility of a state of affairs as well as (2) its con- 
ditional futurition and/or (3) its absolute futurition. The pure possibility is sub- 
sumed under the scientia simplicis intelligentiae, while the absolute futurition 
forms a part of the scientia visionis. The conditional futurition, however, is as it 
were a “middle object" because it is not pure possibility yet still remains below 
the level of absolute futurition. As a result, there must be a middle knowledge 
corresponding to this middle object.!2? 

That this middle knowledge precedes the act of the divine will is because 
the middle object, such as a human volition that obtains under certain cir- 
cumstances, does not depend on God's will. The independence of this human 
volition from God's will depends on a particular understanding of divine 
concurrence (concursus divinus), according to which God's concurrence with 
human volitions is merely indifferent. First of all, God's concurrence does 
not flow out into the acts of the human will, but only flows together with the 
human will into the effect that is commonly willed, just like a father and a 
son apply their power collectively when they together pull a ship.!23 Secondly, 


cognoscat Deus ista futura conditionata; sed etiam quod ante omne actuale voluntatis 
suae decretum." 

121 SD I, 275-76, esp. 275: “Sic igitur secundo argumentantur: si ad prudentiae ac sapientiae 
rationem spectat nihil moliri vel agere, nisi perspectis ante mediis ad finem certo obtinen- 
dum accommodatis, praevisoque quid ex hoc illove medio, sic aut sic, in ista vel illa occasione, 
adhibito consecuturum esset aut non consecuturum: utique non potest Deo prudentissimo et 
sapientissimo negari talis scientia, per quam ante omne voluntatis suae decretum noverit, 
quibus mediis possit aut non possit, salva hominum et angelorum libertate, obtinere in ipsis 
finem suum." In this context, Voetius refers to Suárez, De scientia Dei futurorum contingen- 
tium, 11, cap. 4, n. 2 (ed. Berton, X1, 354a). 

122 SD I, 276-78, esp. 276: "Datur objectum scientiae mediae: ergo et ipsa datur"; 278: 
"Cognoscitur a Deo vel mera rei possibilitas vel conditionata futuritio, vel absoluta futuritio. 
Primum cognoscitur a Deo per simplicis intelligentiae, ultimum per visionis scientiam. Ergo 
et medium illud, quod plus est quam mera possibilitas, minus quam absoluta futuritio, simi- 
liter per aliquam scientiam cognoscetur; quae alia esse non potest quam hac media." 

123 SD 1,277. On the example of the two pulling a ship together, cf. Molina, Concordia, 11, disp. 
26, n. 15 (ed. Rabeneck, 170). This example is already found in Thomas, who, however, 
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God's concurrence with the decision of the human will only implies an order 
of operation with respect to secondary causes, without the secondary causes 
themselves depending on the primary cause. Thus whether in certain cir- 
cumstances the human will wills A or B does not depend on God's will, and 
must for that reason be known by God structurally preceding the decree of his 
will, although such an object of the will concerns something more than pure 
possibility.!24 

The fourth argument develops the preceding one further, and appeals to 
the fact that conditional future states of affairs have a determinate truth value 
before any act of the divine will and for that reason are known by God through 
his middle knowledge.!?5 Voetius's opponents argue this on the basis of the 
circumstance that a pair of contradictory propositions can be formed from 
conditional future states of affairs, where no more than one from that pair can 
have a determinate truth value.!?6 Thus, of the two contradictory propositions 


if Peter is placed in such an order of things, he will deny his Lord 
and 


it is not true: if Peter is placed in such an order of things, he will deny his 
Lord 


only one has a determinate truth value. Similarly, with disjunctive propositions 
such as 


Peter will either be found in this order of things, or not 
Or 


Peter will either deny his Lord or not deny him 


rejects such a concept of concursus divinum; cf. Aquinas, Contra errores Graecorum, 
pars 1, cap. 23. 

124 SD1277. 

125 SD 1, 278-79, esp. 278: "Datur, inquiunt in futuris istis conditionatis, ante omnem voluntatis 
divinae actum, determinata veritas. Ergo et scientia media, per quam illam cognoscat Deus." 

126 This rule is based on Aristotle, De interpretatione 7 (17b26-30). On Aristotle, cf. Craig, 
Problem of Divine Foreknowledge, 1-58, esp. 9-10. 
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only one component is determinately true while the other is determinately 
false.!27 

The fifth argument further develops that God with his middle knowledge 
knows the determinate truth value of conditional future states of affairs, since 
it forms a sufficient ground for his prevolitional knowledge of this truth.!28 
The proponents of middle knowledge are divided on where they ought to 
locate this ground. According to Molina, God sees the determinate truth as it 
were in his surpassing comprehension (supercomprehensio) of every choice of 
the creaturely will.29 For Suárez, however, the sufficient ground is not to be 
found in God's comprehension of secondary causes, but in his simple percep- 
tion of the truth. This truth is grounded in that the secondary cause in real- 
ity determines itself to the foreknown act at one or another point in time.!30 
Similarly, Fonseca posited that God can know conditional future states of 
affairs from the events that obtain as such (simpliciter) and absolutely under a 
certain condition. 

Finally, the sixth argument is actually a conglomerate of various arguments 
intended to illustrate that the doctrine of God would suffer all kinds of con- 
tradictions or aporia without the adoption of middle knowledge.!°? First, in 
regard to the divine will, God cannot without middle knowledge ground his 
free decree in wisdom, but must decree things with a blind impulse. For the 
will as such, as Suárez argues, is blind and led by the intellect.!33 Secondly, 
with regard to the divine intellect, it can be pointed out that middle knowl- 
edge is indispensable for God's omniscience. Otherwise, as Fonseca claimed, 
the number of the elect would not be certain for God, since he would not be 
sure whether the elect would persevere in these or those circumstances and 


127 SD1,278. 

128 SD 1,279-8&, esp. 281: "Si potest assignari sufficiens ratio, quomodo Deus in futuris illis con- 
ditionatis ante omne voluntatis suae decretum videat determinatam veritatem: dabitur sci- 
entia media, per quam istam veritatem videat. Atqui verum prius. Ergo et posterius." 

129 Insp 1, 279, Voetius cites Molina, Commentaria, in I, q. 14, a. 13, disp. 14, concl. 1, arg. 2. 

130 In sp I, 280, Voetius cites Suárez, De scientia Dei futurorum contingentium, 1, cap. 8, 
n. 2; I, cap. 7, n. 16 (ed. Berton, x1, 327b-328a, 370a). Moreover, he indirectly cites Suárez, 
De Gratia, Prolegomenum II, cap. 7, n. 21 (ed. Berton, vit, 94a-b) through Rutherford, 
Exercitationes apologeticae pro divina gratia, 193. 

131 Insp 1, 280, Voetius cites Fonseca, In metaph., VI, cap. 2, qu. 2, sect. 7 (III, 91a A). 

132 SD I, 281-84. 

133 SD 1, 281: “Primo quod ad voluntatem Dei: Absque hac scientia non potest sapienter 
Deus condere decreta sua libera, sed temerario impetu, proutcunque fors ferat, aliquid 
decernet.’ 
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remain true to him.!3* The third subargument concerns God's executive power: 
only if God with his conditional knowledge foreknows the free future events 
can there be such a thing as certain and infallible divine providence.!? The 
fourth subargument combines the first three: 


Without this [middle] knowledge there is no apparent reason for recon- 
ciling the freedom of our choice with (1) the divine decrees, especially 
election and reprobation, (2) with certain foreknowledge of future states 
of affairs, and (3) with divine providence and especially with God's grace 
in the conversion of human beings.!?6 


For the alternative would be that absolute decrees entail a certain determina- 
tion of the will and the certain existence of future states of affairs. However, 
this would also involve a necessity preceding any kind of free act of the will. 
This in turn would directly undo the freedom of choice in given circumstances 
to be indifferent to this or that component of the contradiction. Furthermore, 
divine foreknowledge would impose a necessity on the contingencies produced 
by free choice; the human will would for that reason be coerced by an anteced- 
ent necessity (necessitate antecedente) to act in this and no other way. Finally, 
in this scenario, God's predetermining concurrence would break human free 
choice, rather than leading it "gently"? In short, if middle knowledge is not 
accepted, all the problems that Molina identified among the Lutherans in his 
Concordia would come about.!38 


134 SD I, 282: "Secundo, quod ad intellectum divinum, non potest sine hac scientia, juxta 
adversarios, salvari omniscientia Dei, ab Ethnicis etiam credita et depraedicata: quia, ut 
Fonseca contendit, incertus esse Deo praedestinatorum numerus, nisi Deus certo praes- 
ciret, eos de quibus ex aeternitate, more intelligendi nostro ad coelestem beatitudinem 
eligendis quasi deliberabat esse ad finem usque in ejus gratia liberis omnino actibus 
perseveraturos." 

135 SD 1, 283: "Tertio quod ad potentiam Dei executricem: nisi Deus … hac scientia conditio- 
nata praesciret futuros eventus liberos; non esset certa et infallibilis divina providentia." 

136 SD 1, 283: “Quarto, quod ad tria praedicta junctim: sine hac scientia non apparet ratio con- 
ciliandi arbitrii nostri libertatem primo cum decretis divinis adeoque praedestinatione et 
reprobatione. 2. cum certa futurorum praescientia. 3. cum divina providentia adeoque gratia 
Dei in hominis conversione." 

137 SD 1, 283-84, esp. 284: "Similiter et certa illa praescientia necessariam ponit rei contingen- 
tis a libero arbitrio producendae futuritionem, ante omnem liberi arbitrii actum, quod 
proinde iterum cogitur necessitate antecedente sic et non aliter operari. Denique concur- 
sus ille Dei praedeterminans, sive in operibus naturae, sive in operibus gratiae, frangit et 
violenter rapit, non suaviter ducit lib[erum] arbitrium." 

138 In sp 1, 284, Voetius literally cites Molina: “Is in sua Concordia quaest. 14. art. 4. disp. 1.” 
The passage can be found in Molina, Concordia, V11, q. 23, art. 4 et 5, disp. 1, membr. ult., 
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8.3.8 Refutation of the Opponents’ Arguments 

In the third part of the disputation, Voetius extensively treats all six arguments. 
His response to the first argument is the most extensive and informative.!39 
Voetius admits that the biblical passages to which they had appealed do 
indeed presuppose that God has knowledge of conditional future contin- 
gents. However, together with the Franciscan Scotist Theodor Smising (ca. 
1580-1626) he maintains that that this does not mean that God knows future 
conditionals structurally prior to the determination of his will.4° Of course, 
with this we still do not have an explanation as to how God does know them. 
Most Thomists take their point of departure for addressing this question in 
accepting conditional divine decrees. According to Diego Alvarez, for example, 
God determined with a conditional decree (decretum conditionatum) a state of 
affairs depending on a condition to obtain if that condition is indeed fulfilled. 
But if God does not will that state of affairs to obtain, it implies that he decreed 
the corresponding condition to remain unfulfilled.!*! Voetius fears, however, 
that this posits ineffective decrees in God, and that entities are multiplied 
unnecessarily.!? 

Voetius follows William Twisse in rejecting conditional decrees. All the 
same, he considers it problematic that the English theologian in the example 
taken from 1 Samuel 23:1-12 founded God's foreknowledge of the hypothetical 
situation in Keilah in his knowledge of the inhabitants' natural disposition. 
Voetius points out, however, that Twisse thereby finds himself at odds with the 
contingency and freedom of the will of the inhabitants of Keilah.'^? He sees a 
much better solution offered by William Ames, who posited that God 


n. 6 (ed. Rabeneck, 584). There, Molina claims that both Pelagianism and Lutheranism 
would never have emerged, if his doctrine of middle knowledge had already been known 
in the early church. Twisse, De scientia media, praefatio, [16] cites a part of the same 
passage. 

139 SD 1, 285-90. 

140 SD 1, 286: "Quibus omnibus nimiam in salvandis scripturae testimoniis anxietatem et 
curam exprobare videtur Theodorus Smising Scotista; qui dicit necesse non esse, ut ad 
illa respondeatur quia, inquit, non ajunt Deum habere scientiam futurorum sub condi- 
tione ante determinationem suae voluntatis sed solum habere scientiam illorum. Quod 
quidem verissime dictum est." Voetius probably refers to Smising, Disputationes theologi- 
cae, 1, tract. 3, disp. 2, q. 5, nn. 155-57 (391-92). 

141 Insp 1, 289, Voetius refers to Alvarez, De auxiliis, 11, disp. 4 (read 7), n. 8 (37b). 

142 SD 1, 289: "Quo enim te cunque vertas, cogeris frustanea in Deo ponere decreta et entia 
multiplicare citra necessitatem." Here, Voetius uses the rasor Occami — Ockham’s razor —, 
or rather: the rasor Scoti; cf. Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 303-6. 

143 SDI, 290-91. Here, Voetius cites (at times literally, at times with omissions and by way of 
paraphrase) from Twisse, De scientia media, 1, cap. 27 (167—71). Cf. sp 1, 291: "alterum est, 
quod supponat vir doctiss. fuisse de natura et naturali dispositione Kehilitarum, habere 
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determined to free David by his escape from the hands of the inhabitants rather 
than an extraordinary change effected in their soul. The decree by which God 
wills David's escape and release thus includes an implicit decree, namely, that 
if David did not flee, he would be extradited by Keilah. Therefore, the condi- 
tional future state of affairs connected with it depends in the end on God's free 
decree and is an object of God's scientia visionis. 144 

The solution proposed by Ames, so Voetius admits, is of no help when it 
comes to Matthew 26:53, the most difficult of the biblical passages adduced. 
There Jesus says: 


Do you think I cannot call on my Father, and he will at once put at my 
disposal more than twelve legions of angels? 


Voetius considers it unjustified even to begin to doubt the truth and (relative) 
necessity!*5 of the conditional implied in Jesus’ claims. The verse concerns an 
individual state of affairs that cannot be traced back to a general decree, as 
would still have been possible for the earlier example from 1 Samuel 23. For 
that reason, Voetius is forced to develop his own solution. He does find some 
support in Samuel Rutherford, however, whose response he considers to be 
the most accurate. Following Duns Scotus, Rutherford maintains that God's 
will, *on the basis of the eminence of his act, is determined from eternity with 
respect to every entity"^9 God's will does not remain undetermined with 
respect to either actual entities or potential entities, regardless of whether 
these entities are at one time actualized or not.!^? For this point, Voetius can 
even appeal to Suárez, the “prince of the hypotheticals."4? This implies, how- 
ever, that any kind of conditional or hypothetical decree is obsolete. 


animum Davidem in manus Saulis tradendi: quod tamen liberum plane et contingens 
naturaque incolumi mille modis variabile erat." 

144 SD 1, 291-92. Voetius refers to Ames, Ad responsum Nic. Grevinchovii rescriptio contracta, 
cap. 15. 

145 Voetius is only talking about relative necessity, as is evident from SD 1, 246-47. See above, 
ch. 8.2. 

146 SD 1,292, where Voetius following Rutherford, Exercitationes apologeticae pro divina gra- 
tia, 16, cites Scotus, Sent., 11, d. 27: “sed quod sit, ut in 2. dist. 27. q. 1. Scotus ait, per eminen- 
tiam sui actus respectu omnis entis ab aeterno determinata." To be sure, this remark is in 
the spirit of Scotus. However, I could not verify this passage, neither in Op. Oxon., 11, d. 
27 (ed. Wadding, v1/2, 902-7) nor in Rep. Par., 11, d. 27, q. un. (ed. Wadding, x1/1, 374-75). 
Nethenus, De actu seu decreto voluntatis divinae, pars 3, thesis 17, A4v, cites the same pas- 
sage. On Rutherford, see Sturdy, Freedom from Fatalism, ch. 4. 

147 SD1,292. 

148 Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 30, sect. 9, n. 42 (ed. Berton, XXVI, 129b); cited in 
SD 1, 292, where Voetius characterizes the Spanish Jesuit as "Hypotheticorum Princeps." 
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Voetius builds on this to develop his own solution to the problem posed 
by Matthew 26:53. He maintains that entities have only two "states" (status), 
namely, (1) for possible entities the state of the possibility, and (2) for actu- 
ally existing entities the state of futurition (i.e., actual existence). Analogically, 
there is no middle knowledge that is situated between God's knowledge of pos- 
sibles and God's knowledge of factually existing contingent states of affairs.!^? 
However, there still are three — “chronologically” simultaneous — structural or 
(onto-)logical moments in the objects of God's knowledge: 


Moment (1): God sees in the vision of his omnipotence what he can do with- 
out contradiction. 
Moment (2): Under the condition: 
If he willed them to obtain (si vellet eas futuras), 
God determined for himself the modes, connections, and con- 
catenations of all possibles with his decretum absolutum. This 
means that he has determined which cause and effect would 
obtain or not, which means and goal, and what would be prior, 
simultaneous, and posterior. 
Moment (3): God divided the states of affairs from moment (2) into the two 
following categories: 
(a) some were left in their conditionality, with the following 
decree being added: 
Iwill them not to obtain (nolo futuras), 
(b) from others the condition was removed, with the follow- 
ing decree being added in place of the condition: 
Iwill them to obtain (volo futuras ).150 


The decree in moment (3) is a kind of “meta-decree” pertaining to the con- 
ditional states of affairs in moment (2), at which moment God by his decree 
had determined the link between the condition and the conditional, which in 
turn presupposes God's knowledge of his possibilities in moment (1). Through 


149 SD 1,293: “Considero in objecto scientiae divinae duos status possibilitatis et futuritionis, 
sed tria momenta." 

150 SD L 293: "Primum quando Deus intuendo suam omnipotentiam vidit quid absque con- 
tradictione a se fieri possit. Alterum, quando omnium fieri possibilium modos, connex- 
iones et concatenationes apud se decreto absoluto praefinivit, id est, quid causa, quid 
effectum, quid medium, quid finis, quid prius, quid simul, quid posterius foret aut non 
foret; sed cum hac cautione, si vellet eas futuras. Tertium, quando inter illas res, sub condi- 
tione tali praefinitas, discrimen statuit, relicta quibusdam conditione illa et super addito 
tali decreto: nolo futuras: ab aliis sublata conditione ejusque in locum substituto tali 
decreto: volo futuras." 
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that link, as determined in moment (2), the decisive passage from the state of 
possibility into the state of futurition obtains in moment (3). Yet in moment 
(2), as in moment (1), the conditional states of affairs remain in the state of 
possibility. All the same, God knows the objects of moment (1) alone with his 
natural knowledge (per naturam), before an act of his will. For moment (2) 
already presupposes an act of the divine will, so that God knows the objects 
in that moment posterior to the act of his will. With this, Voetius establishes in 
God an act of his will pertaining to conditional future states of affairs that do 
not obtain but remain in their state of possibility. In regard to these states of 
affairs that never obtain (res numquam futurae), God determined first (1) that 
they will obtain in such ways (sic) as he wills them if he indeed wills them to 
be, and then (2) that he wills them not to obtain. 

But has Voetius himself now established a conditional decree (decretum 
conditionatum) in moment (2)? He admits that this terminology as such is not 
unfitting, although it comes as no surprise that he adds that the conditional 
decree he proposes differs from the decreta conditionata of the “hypotheticals” 
(i.e., the proponents of scientia media) as light differs from darkness. In the 
first place, the condition has been freely established by God and can freely be 
removed by him, so that his will does not itself depend on an uncertain condi- 
tion outside of himself.!52 Secondly, he avoids an imperfection of the “velleity” 
(velleitas; i.e., the willingness or disposition of the will) in God, so that nothing 
can restrict his holy desire. Thirdly, the act of the divine will does not pertain 
to states of affairs that will of themselves never obtain, but that these states of 
affairs do not obtain is the result of the decree at moment (3) (nolo futuras). 
Fourthly, the passages in Scripture that speak of future time and post a fixed 
link between antecedent and consequent from God's foreknowledge urgently 
require us to understand how the link between the two components is estab- 
lished. For the link is not a matter of chance, or the nature of its components, 
or the adequacy of certain circumstances, and especially not Stoic fate. If that 
were the case, the result would be a necessitarianism that leaves no room for 


151 SD 1, 293: “Cur ergo et nobis non liceat dicere de rebus numquam futuris, decrevisse 
Deum, si vellet futuras, ut sic fierent, deinde, se nolle futuras" As the context suggests, 
this is meant as a rhetorical question. 

152 SD 1, 293-94: “Neq[ue] secundo mirum videri debet, quod videat in secundo illo momento 
statuere in Deo decretum aliquod conditionatum. Ex. gr. si vellem eas res futuras, sic vel- 
lem esse futuras aut sic essent futurae; quia hoc in tantum differt a decretis conditio- 
natis Hypotheticorum, ante a nobis impugnantis, quantum lux a tenebris et coelum ab 
inferno distat. Nam Primo haec conditio libere est a Deo posita, est in Deo et ab eodem 
libere removeri potest, ita ut ejus hic voluntas a nulla alia extra ipsum incerta conditione 
suspendatur" 
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freedom and contingency. Rather, the link between the two components is 
fixed by God's free decree (a libero decreto Dei).153 

Voetius is convinced that such a conditional decree is in line with the com- 
mon intuition of pious people, as is evident in the fifth place in prayer. The 
kinds of prayers Voetius is thinking of have the form: May God grant us state of 
affairs S, if he has determined that S is required for salvation, and may he not 
grant us state of affairs S, if he has determined that S would be a snare to us. 
Would God not grant his children the desire of their hearts if such desires could 
be presented to him in a pleasing manner? If God does not grant us S, it follows 
that the bestowal of S had no futurition already from eternity. All the same, the 
person who prays presupposes a divine decree in regard to this bestowal that 
does not obtain, namely, the decree on whose ground the bestowal of S would 
have been a snare to him.!54 

Voetius feels that this solution sets him on solid ground: “I now thus place 
my foot here" (pes). For all hypothetical statements in Scripture pertaining 
to states of affairs that do not obtain and are not actual can be explained in 
this way. The link (connexio) between antecedent and consequent is most 
firm: as certainly as God is truthful, so certainly these or those things will obtain 
as foretold. God saw them from eternity and still sees them now, and he even 
does this “with his scientia visionis in his decree." This decree not only estab- 
lishes in the third moment “the link and concatenation" of all entities “that 
will obtain at the appointed time,” but in the second moment it establishes 
also “the possibles that will not occur" For that reason, God can in this second 
moment also know in detail how another world would have been constituted, 
if “God had created another world" God knows what states such a world would 
have had, what kings there would have been, what servants of the Word, and 


153 SDI, 294: “ut intelligamus quomodo illa utriusque partis connexio firmata sit non casu et 
fortuito, neque ex natura partium neque ex circumstantiarum quarundam congruitate, 
neque a stoico quodam fato, sed a libero Dei decreto." 

154 SD 1, 294: "Item, si decreverit dare ipsis filios probos, quos suo ipse spiritu regat, det sibi 
filios, Sin aliter, ne det; quaero annon illa mentis desideria talia sint, ut pie caelesti numini 
repraesentari possint? Si sunt, ergo dabit Deus filiis suis desiderium cordis ipsorum. Si 
dabit, ergo ex duobus contradictionis alterum fiet, alterum non fiet ex. gr. largietur opes 
vel non largietur. Si non largiatur ista non largitio ab aeterno futura fuit, largitio non fuit: 
et tamen homo pius supponit hic de ista largitione non futura decretum divinum, quod 
videlicet largitio opum ipsi in laqueum futura esset." 

155 SD I, 294: “Hic igitur nunc pedem figo." Note the humor in this statement — "pes" is the 
Latin translation of “Voet,” the unlatinized name of the Utrecht theologian. Cf. above, 
ch. 3.3, n. 42. 
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whatever states of affairs “the ‘hypotheticals’ would have him know through 
his scientia media."56 

In response to his opponents' second argument by which they claim that 
middle knowledge is required for God's prudence and wisdom, Voetius charges 
that they unduly project attributes and requirements of human wisdom on 
God's wisdom. God does not, as Fonseca would have it, ponder what would 
happen given certain circumstances, but he decides what will happen. In order 
to establish the difference between God's wisdom and human wisdom, Voetius 
appeals to Isaiah 40:13-17 and Daniel 4:35.15” 

In response to the third argument, Voetius denies that, structurally prior to 
God's decree, there are such conditional future states of affairs that occupy a 
middle position between purely possible states of affairs and absolute future 
states of affairs. He first wants his opponents to demonstrate that such objects 
of knowledge exist structurally prior to any divine decree, and to explain what 
operation outside of the divine decree can function as the basis for something 
that is pure possibility to be able to pass over from the state of possibility into 
a state of futurition.!?8 As Voetius sees it, there are no conditional future states 
of affairs that constitute another kind of object of divine knowledge. They are 
part of either the scientia naturalis or simplicis intelligentiae, where antecedent 
(condition) and consequent (what is conditioned) are necessarily connected 
with each other in the statement “If a stone were to become a person, it would 
become a rational being,” or else they form part of the scientia visionis, where 
antecedent and consequent are merely accidentally connected to each other 
by virtue of their nature and will only be firmly connected to each other by 
God's decree.!5? This is so for conditional future states of affairs pertaining to 


156 SD 1,294-95: "Dico quod Deus futura illa conditionata ab aeterno viderit et nunc adhuc 
videat, non per mediam aliquam sed per visionis scientiam, in decreto suo praedeter- 
minante connexionem et concatenationem, non tantum omnium entium, praestituto 
tempore futurorum, in tertio; sed etiam ullo tempore fieri possibilium, in secundo illo 
momento. Ita ut Deus in hoc momento ex decreto suo etiam scire possit, si alium mundum 
creare vellet quot in eo angeli hominesque forent: quae item Respubl. et qui in Rebuspubl. 
Reges et Principes, qui sacrorum administri, qui linguarum et artium inventores et doc- 
tores: et quae similia per media illam scientiam cognoscere eum volunt Hypothetici." On 
possible worlds in the seventeenth century, cf. Knebel, "Necessitas moralis ad optimum"; 
Ramelow, Gott, Freiheit, Weltenwahl; Knebel, Wille, Würfel und Wahrscheinlichkeit. 

157 SD I, 295-97. 

158 SDI, 297. 

159 SD I, 298-99: “per respectum extrinsecum, necessario connectuntur" Here, Voetius is 
talking about an implicative or hypothetical necessity, not about a “genuine” or absolute 
necessity. Thus, it is not an ontological necessity de re. The example of the stone that 
Voetius uses here is also found in Álvarez, De auxiliis, 11, disp. 7, n. 7 (35b). 
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acts of the human will and to the laws of nature, which Voetius as well as Duns 
Scotus or even Molina consider to be contingent.16° 

Voetius also counters the suggestion that the cooperation and the 
self-determination of the human will is in the end independent of God's will 
and concurrence. A divine concurrence that is intrinsically indifferent and 
does not flow into the judgment of the human will, but only in the willed 
effect, is irreconcilable with God's most high majesty, since it makes people 
equal to God rather than placing them in subjection to him.!6! 

The fourth argument argued that with a pair of contradictory propositions 
that can be constructed from conditional future states of affairs, only one of 
the propositions is determinately true — and that before an act of the divine 
will takes place. Voetius concedes that when one proposition of such a pair is 
determinately true, the other is determinately false. He and his opponents thus 
hold to the principium non-contradictionis,!® as well as the law of the excluded 
third (or middle).!63 Furthermore, for each moment of time (momentum in 
quo) in reality, only one proposition of a pair is determinately true, while the 
other is false. Thus the principle of bivalence applies for each moment of time 
in our reality.!6* For every moment of time presupposes the divine decree, 
which remains the same in past, present, and future. 

If we abstract from God's decree and refer to states of affairs as they are 
structurally prior to it, the principle of bivalence applies only to necessary 
propositions. According to Voetius, given a pair of contingent propositions, 
neither (neutrum) is determinately true. This applies even to those contingent 
propositions that are constructed of conditional future states of affairs. In that 


160 SD 1,299. The standard example is the Babylonian furnace, in which Daniel is not con- 
sumed (Dan. 3). Cf. Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 8, p. 2, q. un., n. 285 (ed. Vat., XVII, 108); Lectura 1, 
d. 39, qq. 1-5, nn. 91 (ed. Vat., XVII, 509; CF, 184-85); Molina, Concordia, 1v, disp. 47, n. 12 
(ed. Rabeneck, 298). 

161 SD 1, 297: "Atqui hoc est dubium per aeque dubium probare, quia talem concursum nos 
in summam Dei majestatem summe injurium statuimus, qui non subordinatum et subdi- 
tum, sed socium et aequalem Deo facit in operando hominem.” In his reply to a second 
argument contra a determined divine concurrence, Voetius points out that although the 
relationship of the primary cause to the secondary cause does not depend terminative on 
the primary cause, that is, with respect to the final term, it does depend effective on the 
primary cause, that is, with respect to the reality of the effect. Thus, the relationship of a 
father to his son depends terminative only on the son, since without a son — as terminus — 
there is no father qua father. Yet effective this relationship depends also on God, heaven, 
the father, and the mother; see sp 1, 297-98. 

162 Ina formula: -M (p & -p). (N = modal possibility operator; ^ = [material] implication; 
p = propositional variable). On this logical instrumentarium, cf. Vos et al., CF, 37-38. 

163 For every proposition p, either p or its negation, -p, is true. 

164  Forevery proposition p, p is either true or false. 
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structural moment prior to the decree, both propositions are indifferent as to 
truth and falsehood, since it is the act of the divine will that first determines 
their truth value.1® And it is precisely this structural moment prior to God's 
decree that the argument of Voetius's opponents appeals to.166 As he had done 
in his distinction between scientia indefinita and definita, Voetius once more 
makes use of the Scotist "theory of neutral propositions."!67 

In response to the fifth argument, Voetius explains why he considers that 
neither Molina's supercomprehensio, nor the simple perception of truth pos- 
ited by Suárez, nor even Fonseca's divine knowledge from the events can offer 
a sufficient ground for God's prevolitional knowledge of the determinate truth 
of conditional future states of affairs. 

Against Molina he first argues that, if God knows futura conditionata cer- 
tainly before the act of his will only because he comprehends the nature of 
every free choice of the will, he must still prevolitionally know what his own 
will would have willed under any and every circumstance. Yet precisely this 
knowledge — i.e., God's scientia media in regard to his own will — is denied by 
Molina, as Voetius correctly observes.!68 Secondly, Voetius notes that Molina's 
ratio sufficiens presupposes the created will not to be indifferent prior to God's 
decree, but to be more inclined to one component of the contradiction than to 
the other. The *hypotheticals" themselves, however, insist on the indifference 
of the created will.169 

Moving on to Suárez, Voetius asks what the cause is for God's prevolitional 
perception of the truth of future conditionals.!7° Since nothing can be the 
ground or cause of itself, the determination of the truth of conditional future 
states of affairs cannot arise out of them, either. The determination of the 
truth similarly cannot come from the secondary causes that are indifferent and 
indeterminate to the production of the effect. Nor can it originate from the 
primary cause since, “according to the view of the hypotheticals, it safeguards 


165 SD1,299:'Si enim spectes haec enuntiata contradictoria in signo rationis quod praecedit 
omnem actum divinae voluntatis, id est, ante causam cujus vi haec pars est determi- 
nate vera et sic altera falsa, neutrum est determinate verum, neutrum determinate fal- 
sum sed utrumque indifferens ad veritatem et falsitatem." On Scotus, cf. Beck, "Divine 
Psychology" and Modalities,” 136-37. 

166 SD 1, 299-300. The same is true, mutatis mutandis, for disjunctive propositions. 

167 See above, ch. 8.2, nn. 35 and 36. 

168 sp 1, 300. Cf. Molina, Concordia, 1v, disp. 52, nn. n—15 (ed. Rabeneck, 341-45); ibid., IV, 
disp. 53, membr. 1, n. 17, 19 (ed. Rabeneck, 364-66). 

169 SDI,300. 

170 Forabetter understanding of the argumentation presented in this paragraph, it is helpful 
to know that in Voetius's view a conditional future state of affairs cannot be known before 
any divine act of will. Therefore, it cannot be known even by God. See below, n. 190. 
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its indifference as long as it sees to which of the two scales creaturely 
choice is inclined, and prior to that does not decide or determine anything 
certainly"?! Thus when God sees a conditional future state of affairs, he sees a 
non-being (non ens), an unknowable (non scibile), and thus actually nothing at 
all.!72 Suárez tries to avoid this paradox when he identifies the determination 
of the effect that obtains from itself (a se) as the ground of God's knowledge. 
However, Voetius adds that even this in the end does not get Suárez any fur- 
ther, since the secondary cause must then determine itself independently of 
God and necessarily, which leads to necessary divine knowledge.!7? 

Together with Fonseca, Voetius argues that future contingents cannot be 
foreknown from secondary causes insofar as these causes are considered in 
isolation and on their own. When this leads Fonseca to locate the cause of 
knowledge in the future contingent events themselves, one must object that 
they in fact have no inherent cause from which they can be foreknown. The 
only thing that can function as a cause of knowledge is God's decree, which is 
external to the contingencies. When it comes to the structural moment prior 
to the act of the divine will, therefore, Voetius appeals once more to the Scotist 
"theory of neutral propositions" according to which it is God's decree that 
determines the truth value of a proposition.!”4 

The sixth argument likewise fails to convince Voetius. Middle knowledge 
cannot be proven from God's will, his knowledge, or his power. This also applies 
to an accumulated argument of these three parts. 

According to Voetius, when Suárez in the first part argument maintains that 
God's will must be led by the intellect, he unduly projects creaturely condi- 
tions on God. Voetius readily concedes that there is an essential order (ordo 


171 SD 1, 300-301, esp. 301: “non etiam a causa prima, quia et illa, juxta Hypotheticos se indif- 
ferentem servat, usque dum videat, quo arbitrii creati bilanx inclinet, ante nec certo 
decernit nec determinat quicquam." 

172 SD 1, 301: "Unde conficitur si Deus tale futurum conditionatum videat, quod videat non 
ens, non scibile, ac proinde nihil videat." 

173 SD I, 301-2, esp. 301: “Nam primo, si Deus videt effectum jam ante, non in virtute causae 
contingentis, in se, extra causas suas determinatum, tum non videt eum qua contingen- 
tem, sed qua necessarium.... Tertio, Causa secunda necessario ad illum determinabitur, 
quia ex omnibus possibilibus hoc jam ante et extra suas causas, habuit ab aeterno futu- 
ritionem et esse determinatum." Voetius cites in this context (without precise reference) 
Suárez, De scientia Dei futurorum contingentium, 1, cap. 8, n. 5 (ed. Berton, x1, 328b). 

174 SD 1, 302-3, esp. 303: “Non dubitari quin enuntiationes de ejusmodi futuris apud Deum 
sint determinate verae aut falsae, sed dubitari an aliunde sint, quam ex causa, unde est 
determinata in futuris veritas aut falsitas, id est, ex decreto divino prima et infallibili 
omnis futuritionis causa, absolute de rebus sic an secus futuris statuente.” Cf. above, ch. 
8.2, nn. 35 and 36. 
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essentialis) between the object of the intellect and the object of the will, and 
that this holds true forboth God and humanity. All the same, God's will supplies 
its own object and does not need to be guided to its object by the intellect. The 
divine will is not blind, but the ground of the object's future being ( futuritio), 
present being, (praesentia), and past being (praeteritio).° This reveals once 
again that Voetius's doctrine of God is not intellectualist, and that a (latent) 
intellectualism appears to manifest itself with his opponents instead.!76 

Concerning the second subargument, namely, that middle knowledge is 
required by God's omniscience, Voetius admits that it is true — but only under 
his opponents' presuppositions, since they view the divine decrees as depend- 
ing on human free choice. For Reformed orthodox theologians, however, God's 
omniscience does not represents the same kind of problem since God knows 
on the basis of his decree in each and every case how something would be or 
would have been under any given circumstances: 


God knows these things from the free decree of his will with which he 
from eternity ordained the modes and connections not only of those 
things that will obtain in time, but also of those things that never will 
obtain and exist only as possibles — but with this distinction, that he wills 
the actual existence of the former and does not will the actual existence 
of the latter, although if he had willed the actual existence of the latter, 
they would have obtained precisely as he had determined them.!7? 


Finally, Voetius thinks that also the third subargument, which claims that God's 
infallible providence depends on his middle knowledge, applies only under 
the presuppositions of his opponents. For it is connected to the presupposi- 
tion that God, “according to the view of the hypotheticals, indeed does dispose 
all things gently (suaviter),” yet without powerfully ( fortiter) guiding them to 
their goal. Voetius considers this position to be highly problematic since his 
opponents without any biblical grounds or convincing arguments suppose 


175 SD 1, 303-4, esp. 304: “An quia voluntas per se est potentia coeca?” Divina voluntas “causa 
est omnis futuritionis praesentiae et praeteritionis, ipsa sibi format suum objectum, ut 
proinde in illud ab intellectu duci necesse non habeat." 

176 Here, Voetius again discusses the arguments raised by Walaeus; see sD 1, 304-6, and cf. 
above, ch. 8.3.6. 

177 SD 1, 306: "Deum ista scire ex libero voluntatis suae decreto, quo non tantum modos et 
connexiones rerum in tempore futurarum, sed etiam nunquam futurarum et tantum fieri 
possibilium apud se ab aeterno praefinivit, sed cum hoc discrimine, quod ista vellet fieri, 
haec nollet: quae tamen si vellet, sic futura essent, quemadmodum praefiniverat." 

178 SD 1, 306: "Quod certum est si Deus, ex Hypotheticorum sententia, disponat omnia 
suaviter et non juxta Absolutos pertingat etiam a fine ad finem fortiter." 
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that Creator and creature find in the means to a determined end a “congruity 
and aptitude" (congruitas et aptitudo) that the decree does not offer. They thus 
consider it to be impossible to cut through the Gordian knot of the productive 
compatibility (concordia) between God's decrees, foreknowledge, and provi- 
dence and human free choice without the sword of middle knowledge. The 
compatibility with which they are left, however, is a gentle ompatibility (suavis 
concordia) taught not by the Spirit of God but by the spirit of the flesh. Voetius 
will have nothing to do with such a *compatibility that would subject God to 
humanity, the Creator to the creature." 7? The solution that middle knowledge 
offers is also not needed, since prior to the invention of scientia media there 
were many other learned men who sought *a path to compatibility that the 
limited human mind can tread upon.”!®° As a positive example, Voetius men- 
tions especially Thomas Aquinas who taught in his Quodlibeta that God's prov- 
idence is certain, yet without imposing necessity on human free choice.!*! Free 
choice can be reconciled with divine foreknowledge without overwhelming 
difficulties, since the whole problem surrounding foreknowledge concerns 
predetermining decrees and their effective execution which, however, do not 
really disturb the foundations of freedom but only appear to do so at first 
sight.!82 The key is to remember that the decrees in God's will and his fore- 
knowledge in his intellect “are indeed operations ad extra, but are immanent 
in God and do not immediately extend to the outside.”!83 


179 SD 1, 306: "Nos illam nolumus concordiam, quae Deum homini, creatorem creaturae 
subjicat.” 

180 SD 1, 306-7: "Neque tamen ante istius conciliatricis inventum tot saeculis frustra labora- 
tum est a viris doctissimis ad inveniendam talem concordiae viam, quam modesta homi- 
num ingenia sine offendiculo calcare possent. Ecce ante tot annos commonstravit eam 
intentis digitis in medio papatu Thomas Aquinas, caetera Papista, hic Orthodoxus." 

181 SD 1, 307, with reference to Aquinas, Quodlibeta, 11, q. 3; cf. in corp.: "Dicendum, quod 
praedestinatio certitudinem habet, et tamen necessitatem non imponit. In praedestina- 
tione enim tria sunt consideranda: quorum duo praesupponit ipsa praedestinatio, scilicet 
praescientiam Dei, et dilectionem, idest voluntatem qua vult praedestinatum salvare; et 
tertium est ipsa praedestinatio, quae nihil aliud est quam directio in finem, quem vult 
Deus rei dilectae. Quodlibet autem horum trium certitudinem habet, et tamen necessi- 
tatem non imponit." 

182 SD 1,307: “Imo vero liberatem arbitrii cum divina conciliare praescientia, non admodum 
magnam in se difficultatem, continet, cum omnis de praescientia difficultas sit ex decre- 
tis praefinientibus et efficaci decretorum executione, quae prima fronte ipsam tangere 
libertatis radicem videntur" This difficulty, Voetius remarks, has already been solved in 
the first disputation; see Voetius and Nethenus, Disputatio theologica de decretis in Deo 
conditionatis. 

183 SDI, 307: “ut praescientia in intellectu, sic decreta in voluntate esse operationes ad extra 
quidem, sed in Deo immanentes nec se foras immediate exerentes." 
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Of course, Voetius does not mean to suggest that all difficulties are now fully 
resolved.!5^ Yet the easy answer that middle knowledge seems to offer to the 
mystery of divine predestination and its execution in time actually makes it 
suspect, as was also recognized by the Scotist Theodor Smising even though 
he had first been impressed by this theory. Voetius shares Smising's conviction 
that the human mind cannot find a final answer to these problems. In any case, 
scientia media is not a satisfying solution.!55 


8.3.9 Positive Arguments against Middle Knowledge 

After refuting the arguments of their opponents, in the fourth part of the dis- 
putation Voetius and Nethenus give an account as to why a twofold division of 
God's knowledge suffices and thereby renders middle knowledge unnecessary. 
Voetius begins with five positive arguments against the appropriation of mid- 
dle knowledge. 

The first argument states that there is no middle knowledge since the 
division of God's knowledge into scientia simplicis intelligentiae and visionis 
exhausts the entire nature of objects of knowledge.!96 As proof Voetius points 
out that each knowable object is found in one of three states (status) of possi- 
bility: in the state of impossibility where there is repugnance to existence, in 
the state of possibility when there is no repugnance to existence, or in the state 
of existence. The state of existence is in turn divided temporally into future, 
present or actuality (actuatio), and past.!87 

It needs to be observed that, just like with Duns Scotus, the non-repugnance 
to existence is what distinguishes possible from impossible objects; the Scotist 
innovation of the possibile logicum plays a role here as well.!®° With his scien- 
tia naturalis et simplicis intelligentiae God prevolitionally knows all possible 
objects, whose extent, as Voetius remarks in passing, is identical to the extent 
of God's omnipotence. Postvolitionally God knows with his scientia visionis 
all objects that belong to the state of existence be it future, present, or past. 
Included here are conditional future states of affairs. The objects known post- 
volitionally are those that God chose according to the decree of his will in 


184 Further discussions are deferred to the following disputation, that is, Voetius and 
Nethenus, De concursu determinante. 

185 SD I, 307-8. Voetius refers to Guillaume Gibieuf and Theodor Smising. He probably has in 
mind Smising, Disputationes theologicae, 1, tract. 3, disp. 2, q. 5, nn. 169—70 (396-97). 

186 SD 1, 309: “Distributio scientiae divinae, in simplicis intelligentiae et visionis scientiam, 
exhaurit totam naturam objecti scibilis. Ergo non datur media quaedam." 

187 SDI,309. 

188 On the “non repugnantia ad esse” in Scotus, cf. Honnefelder, Ens inquantum ens, 56—74, 
and on the possibile logicum, cf. above, n. 13. Cf. also below, ch. 11.4. 
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order to "extract" them as it were from the state of possibility and transfer them 
to the state of existence.!8° Not God's knowledge, but his will plays the central 
role in Voetius's doctrine of God. 

The second argument states that a conditional future state of affairs is not 
knowable prior to an act of the divine will. Since there is no knowledge of 
unknowable objects, God also cannot know such objects.!90 

Voetius gives six reasons as to why the futurition or non-futurition of future 
conditionals (futura conditionata) is not knowable prevolitionally.?! In the 
first place, these states of affairs are by their nature indifferent to futurition 
and non-futurition, as even Voetius's opponents acknowledge. In the second 
place, no necessity is imposed on these states of affairs in any way. The neces- 
sity of the consequent (necessitas consequentis) is in any case excluded, since 
the destruction of the contingency of the consequent would mean that there is 
absolutely no room for free choice.!?? However, there is also no necessity of the 
consequence (necessitas consequentiae) — i.e., the strict implication between 
the antecedent and the consequent - with prevolitional future conditionals.!?3 
For the condition does not strictly imply the conditional, so that God cannot 
know prevolitionally whether the conditional future states of affairs will really 
obtain if the condition is fulfilled. Thirdly, propositions corresponding with 
such states of affairs have no determinate truth value prior to God's decree, 
for which reason he cannot know whether they are true or false. Fourthly, it is 
more difficult to know a conditional future state of affairs than a future abso- 
lute state of affairs. Would God then know conditional future states of affairs 
prevolitionally, while he knows future absolute states of affairs only postvoli- 
tionally? In the fifth place, there can be no cause prior to God's decree that 
bestows on a conditional future state of affairs its determinate being (esse 


189 SD 1, 309: “Iam vero quicquid est in statu impossibilitatis, e quo nulla entia Deus extra- 
hit, item quicquid est in statu possibilitatis, e quo multa extrahit ad statum existentiae... 
Praeterea quicquid est in statu existentiae sive futurae sive praesentis sive praeteritae, id 
omne Deus novit post decretum suum, per visionis scientiam, quia nihil ex statu possibil- 
itatis ad ullam futuritionem evehi potest nisi per solum decretum divinum." 

190 SD I, 310-13, esp. 310: "Quodcunque objectum non est scibile, ejus nulla datur apud Deum 
scientia. Sed futurum conditionatum, ante omnem divinae voluntatis actum, non est scibile. 
Ergo ejus nulla datur apud Deum scientia." 

191 SDI, 310-11. 

192 The necessitas consequentis means the absolute (onto-)logical necessity of a proposition 
q (thus: Nq) that forms the consequent of an implicative relation like p > q. (N = modal 
necessity operator; > = [material] implication; p, q = propositional variable). On this log- 
ical instrumentarium, cf. Vos et al., CF, 37-38. 

193 The necessitas consequentiae means the strict implicative relation between antecedent 
and consequent; in a formula: N (p > q). 
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determinatum), so that with respect to its futurition this state of affairs is a non 
ens and therefore unknowable. In the sixth place, the connection (connexio) 
between condition and the enunciated conditional (enuntiatum conditionale) 
such as 


If the inhabitants of Tyre had seen these miracles, they would have 
repented 


is contingent, and this means that knowledge of the futurition of the conse- 
quent or conditional does not follow from God's perception of such a condi- 
tional clause.!%* 

The third argument Voetius adduces is that God's middle knowledge presup- 
poses a cause by virtue of which the created will would in given circumstances 
determine itself to one or the other component of the contradiction. Since 
there is no such cause, there is also no middle knowledge.!95 

Why does such a cause not exist? Voetius attempts to demonstrate that all 
candidates that present themselves as possibilities must be rejected. First of 
all, the solution of an indifferent divine concurrence as taught by his oppo- 
nents does not hold water, as already noted.!?6 Similarly, the concurrence of 
the heavenly bodies as taught by Aristotelian cosmology does not offer a solu- 
tion, either. Nor does the influence of other people or angels extend so far as 
to determine human free choice to one component of the contradiction. Nor 
do individual attributes, or the object, place, or time determine the human 
will. Even if multiple factors are combined, they do not suffice to determine 
the will. The only remaining candidates are chance, which would determine 
the will of people and angels “as a new God,” or fate, “which envelops all divine 
and human things with the harsh law of necessity."?7 Such a fatalism, however, 
would be entirely unacceptable to both Voetius as well as his opponents. 

The fourth argument attacks an argument from Voetius's opponents that we 
have not been discussed yet, namely, the thesis of a congruous divine calling 
(vocatio ex congruo). This notion of calling states that God adapts "the place, 


194 SD 1, 31-13. Here, Voetius also extensively discusses an objection raised by the Jesuit 
Becanus; cf. Becanus, Summa, pars 1, tract. 1, cap. 10, q. 6 ("An Deus cognoscat futura con- 
tingentia immediate in seipsis"), n. 6 (65r). 

195 SD I, 313-14, esp. 313: “Si daretur media aliqua in Deo scientia, deberet esse causa aliqua 
cujus vi voluntas in ista vel ista occasione, infallibiliter determinetur in hanc partem non in 
illam. At talis causa nulla est. Ergo neque datur scientia media." 

196 Cf. above, ch. 8.3.8, esp. Voetius's response to the third argument. 

197 SD 1, 314: "Superest ergo ut vel Casus, novus quidam Deus et Praeses humanarum atque 
angelicarum voluntatum, eas determinet, vel Fatum dura necessitatis lege divina huma- 
naque omnia involvat: quod quidem necessarium hujus scientiae consequens esse, 
postea dicemus." 
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time, preacher, his words, and all circumstances" to the person called to faith 
so that s/he will certainly come to faith, although under other circumstances 
s/he would not have come to faith. Voetius denies that there is such a thing as 
a vocatio ex congruo, for which reason there is also no middle knowledge.!?8 

Voetius points in this context to the treatment of the controversy over the 
vocatio ex congruo in William Twisse, and reproduces his arguments.!99 One 
argument applies empirical data given in Scripture, namely, that 3,000 people 
repented at Peter's Pentecost sermon, although they came from entirely differ- 
ent cultural surroundings and spoke different languages. Given this variety, the 
conversion of these 3,000 people can hardly be attributed to a vocatio congrua, 
since its proponents state that this congruous calling is adapted specifically to 
each and every situation.?9? Voetius supplements Twisse's arguments with an 
argument of his own: if things depended on this vocatio congrua, there could 
be people whom God is unable to save per absolutam potentiam, since one can- 
not preclude the possibility that no calling congruous to their circumstances 
exists. The opponents as well recognize that there is an implied contradiction, 
although they state that it is a moral contradiction (contradictio moralis) rather 
than a metaphysical contradiction. Voetius considers this distinction to be 
artificial; faith is a contingent gift of God, not something that derives from a 
vocatio ex congruo.?°! 

The fifth argument in itself already suffices to discard the notion of scientia 
media, according to Voetius. It runs as follows: "The object of middle knowledge 
is simply a non ens and nothing. Consequently, this knowledge is no knowledge 


198 SD 1, 314-16, esp. 314: “Si datur media ista in Deo scientia, dabitur aliqua vocatio ex congruo, 
qua Deus locum, tempus, praedicatorem, verba omnesque circumstantias, ita accomodate 
ad naturam et captum vocati attemperat, ut homo in talibus circumstantiis certissime assen- 
sum praebeat vocationi divinae ad fidem, quam in aliis circumstantiis et occasionibus non 
praeberet." Cf. the congruism in Suárez, De concursu, motione et auxilio Dei, 111, cap. 6, n. 8 
(ed. Berton, Bd u, 181b); Bellarmino, Disputationes, 111: "De gratia et libero arbitrio,” 1, 
cap. 11 (422-26). Cf. Greshake, Geschenkte Freiheit, 34-90. 

199 SD I, 314336; cf. Twisse, Vindiciae gratiae, 1, pars 2, disgressio 6 (163a-168b) (“In qua, sen- 
tentia Arminii de gratia per congruitatem efficaci, ad partes vocatur et contraria astrui- 
tur”). On Arminius, cf. Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 157-77. 

200 SD 1, 315 with reference to Acts 2:41 with Twisse, Vindiciae gratiae, 1, pars 2, disgressio 6 
(165b). 

201 SD I, 315-16, esp. 316: “sed scire debent morales isti Theologi nos parum morari istam 
moralem non contradictionem, cum nostra metaphysica non contradictio eos hic in 
angustum cogat, nec se per illam moralem non contradictionem ullo modo constringi 
aut vinciri patiatur." In fact, the notion of moral necessity played an important role in 
Jesuit scholasticism; Knebel, Wille, Würfel und Wahrscheinlichkeit, esp. 127—485. 
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at all.”202 Tf the futurum conditionatum were an ens prior to the divine decree, 
it would have its being either from its own nature or from a cause outside of 
itself. Since the future conditional is by nature indifferent to futurition and 
non-futurition, there must be an external cause that actualizes its futurition 
or non-futurition. That cause must in turn be sought either in God or outside 
of him. Outside of God there is of course no agent that “can elevate the things 
that are constituted in a state of possibility to some futurition, whether abso- 
lute or conditional.’2°3 But when we consider the alternative of a cause in God, 
that cause cannot be anything other than his will and decree.2°* Consequently, 
structurally prior to God's decree, a conditional future state of affairs has no 
futurition or non-futurition. 

Voetius goes on to develop the key role of God's will more extensively; it 
not only follows prevolitional knowledge and is more than just evaluative, but 
it also posits something new.?° Just like things have their possibility only by 
virtue of God's power, so their futurition flows out of the divine decree.?°° 


8.3.10 Inconsistencies Resulting from Middle Knowledge 
In order to support his positive arguments, Voetius lists five categories of 
inconsistencies and contradictions that follow for other doctrines if middle 
knowledge were to be accepted. 

The first inconsistency listed by Voetius is that the adoption of scientia media 
clashes with the following rule of logic: 


202 SD I, 316-18, esp. 316: “Objectum scientiae mediae est simpliciter non ens et nihil. Ergo ipsa 
scientia non scientia.” 

203 SD 1,316: “Extra Deum nullum est agens in causis secundis tantae virtutis et efficaciae, ut 
res in statu possibilitatis constitutas possit sublimare ad qualemcunque futuritionem seu 
absolutam seu conditionatam.” 

204 SD 1, 316: "Atque si Dei naturam cum suis attributis tum incommunicabilibus tum com- 
municabilibus consideres, nullum, quo te cunque vertas, aliam futuritionis istius causam 
invenire poteris, quam voluntatem et decretum divinum.” In line with the Cistercian 
Pierre de Saint-Joseph (1694-1662) and the Augustinian theologian Gabriele Pennotto 
(1574-1639), Voetius bases himself on Augustine, Enchiridion, cap. 95 (PL 40, 274-76). 

205 SD 1, 317-18, esp. 317: “Cum [D.D. Hypothetici] ipsi decretum istud liberum ponendum 
in hoc velint consistere, ut approbet rem bonam, aut permittat rem malam: annon eo 
ipso negant decretum divinum esse ullo modo causam, a qua futuritio rerum dimanare 
debeat?" 

206 SD 1, 318: “Res nullam habent possibilitatem ante et citra potentiam Dei, unde fluit illa 
possibilitas. Ergo et nullam futuritionem ante et circa [read: citra] decretum Dei, unde 
fluit illa futuritio.” For an appropriate interpretation, cf. above, ch. 8.2, n. 15, and below, 
ch. 11.4. 
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An implicative statement is necessary if it is true, and if it is not necessary 
it is also not true because the issue does not revolve around the truth of 
the components but around the consequence (consequentia) that can be 
false on the basis of either one of the two components.207 


In terms of modern standard logic this means that Voetius considers the 
adoption of middle knowledge to stand in tension with the circumstance that 
a strict implicative relationship is necessary. If the proposition q is strictly 
implied by the proposition p, the relationship or consequence p > q is nec- 
essary; thus N (p > q) obtains.?9? Voetius explains this argument using two 
examples. The pair of propositions: 


The donkey is flying; therefore, it has wings 


is necessarily true since a donkey that flies by its own power strictly implies the 
possession of wings.??? In other words, the possession of wings is a required 
attribute for a flying donkey. The consequence is necessarily true, although 
neither the antecedent nor the consequent is true; there are no flying donkeys, 
nor are there donkeys with wings. By way of contrast, the propositional pair: 


He is a teacher; therefore, he disciplines the students 


is false, although both the antecedent and the consequent can be true at all 
times. For the disciplining of students is — fortunately — not a strict implication 
of being a teacher. Applied to the standard example for middle knowledge, the 
conditional sentence 


If Peter were placed in such an order of things, he would deny his Lord 


is not true of itself since it does not contain a strict implication or, to put it 
another way, the consequence does not follow necessarily. Since prior to the 
decision of God's will there is no cause that makes this proposition externally 


207 SD 1, 381-20, esp. 318: “Primo impingit haec scientia in veritatem Logicam; ab ipsa etiam 
natura traditam, quae est, enuntiatum connexum si verum sit esse necessarium et si non sit 
necessarium, non esse verum, eo quod hic non partium sed consequentiae spectetur veritas, 
quae potest dari parte utraque falsa." 

208 N = modal necessity operator; > = [material] implication; p, q = propositional variable. 
On this logical instrumentarium, cf. Vos et al., CF, 37-38. 

209 This is, strictly speaking, an example of a natural necessity, reflecting the state of scien- 
tific knowledge in Voetius's days. 
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true as it were, this proposition has no positive truth value in the prevolitional 
situation. In that the acceptance of a prevolitional scientia media presupposes 
the truth or falsity of such a conditional clause, it overturns the above rule 
of logic.210 

It is useful to note by way of explanation that this argument, as well as the 
Scotist "theory of neutral propositions,” is tied to Voetius's use of an actualistic 
modal ontology. If no distinction is made between factual truth (in the actual 
possible world) and actual truth (in at least one possible world), in the actual 
possible world factually true propositions are neutral prior to the decree of 
God's will and therefore have no truth value. From this perspective, they are as 
it were abstracted from the factor determining their truth value, that is, from 
God's will. Similarly, Voetius considers the contingency of a state of affairs to 
imply its factuality: something is contingent if it (factually) is, although it also 
can not be. This perspective thus implies that there can be no prevolitional 
contingent states of affairs.2! 


The remaining inconsistencies implied by the adoption of middle knowledge 
pertain to God's will, intellect, or power. The second category of inconsistencies 
relates to God's will. In the first place, scientia media requires created things 
to have a futurition prior to an act of the divine decree. Furthermore, it sup- 
poses that, for the futurition of these things to obtain, a conditional decree or 
a decree accompanying the object of middle knowledge in the mode of possi- 
bility suffices.?!? 

In the second place, in the structural moment posterior to God's will, a 
certain futurition of the thing does remain even if God's will determines its 
non-futurition.?13 For even if God's will does not allow a conditional future state 
of affairs to be realized, it remains true that under a given condition it would 
have occurred. That in fact makes the relationship between the condition and 


210 SD I, 318-20. 

211 Cf. DTV, 103: "Contingens definit Philosophus [ie., Aristoteles] quod, cum sit, possit 
non esse.” From the context in DTV, 101—05, it becomes clear, however, that Voetius — 
like Duns Scotus — adopts Aristotle's factuality-implication and, nevertheless, under- 
stands contingency not as diachronic but synchronic. In other words, Voetius endorses 
"true contingency" Cf. also above, ch. 8.2, n. 11, and see below, ch. 9.4; 11.4. Moreover, cf. 
the extrapolating remarks on the "theory of the neutral proposition" in Beck, "Divine 
Psychology’ and Modalities,’ 136—37 (“6. Denial of Bivalence?"). 

212 SD 1, 320: "Dari in rebus creatis futuritionem certam, ante omne decretum divinum, et suf- 
ficere ad futuritionis illius productionem decretum, posita conditione, ponendum, aut decre- 
tum concomitans objectum scientiae istius, non actuale sed ad modum possibilis." 

213 SD I, 320: "manere scil. post determinationem divinae voluntatis, de omnimoda non futuri- 
tione rerum, tamen futuritionem adhuc aliquam." 
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the conditional necessary, regardless of the fact that the proponents of middle 
knowledge continue to insist that it is contingent.?!4 

In the third place, the adoption of scientia media implies that the motive 
and cause for divine election are to be sought in human beings.?!5 God would 
thus have elected Peter because he knew prior to his decree that under certain 
circumstances Peter would react positively to his calling and persevere in grace. 
This leads to an election "from foreseen faith and foreseen good works."?16 
Admittedly, so Voetius remarks, the proposition "from" (ex) is ambiguous: it 
can be understood either in the sense of "after" (post), or in the sense of *on 
account of" or *because of" (propter). Becanus teaches a clear Semipelagianism 
in that he considers election to occur not only "after" but also *on account of" 
foreseen faith and good works. Fonseca, Molina, and Suárez, however, showed 
themselves to be more prudent: divine predestination does presuppose that 
human beings can use the freedom of their choice in a good way, but it is not 
founded in this good use but rather in God's gracious will alone.?!7 As Voetius 
rightly observes, Arminius followed these Jesuit theologians when he con- 
nected God's election with an efficient suasion (suasio efficax) of the Holy 
Spirit, while maintaining that reprobation involves no more than a sufficient 
suasion (suasio sufficiens) — although for Arminius God does in both cases fall 
back on his middle knowledge.?!8 Bellarmine is even more ambivalent in that 
he on the one hand teaches scientia media and a vocatio congrua, although 
he still insists that the cause of divine predestination cannot be located in 
humanity. Voetius admits that their positions are more judicious than that 


214 SD 1, 320-21. Another possibility would be that the relationship between condition and 
conditional is contingent, but that God is prevented from actualizing those alternative 
conditional states of affairs, for which — given the same conditions — there is an alter- 
native conditional. This would correspond to Freddoso's "Creation Situation Account": 
Due to the contingent relationship between condition and conditional there are possible 
worlds in which alternative states of affairs occur given the same conditions. Nevertheless, 
God cannot actualize these possible worlds. He finds himself in a "Creation Situation,” in 
which these possible worlds are excluded. Cf. Freddoso, “Introduction,” 47-51; Dekker, 
Middle Knowledge, 912. 

215 SD 1, 321: "Assignari poterit ex hac scientia ratio et causa praedestinationis divinae ex parte 
nostra." 

216 SD 1, 321: "Id est, breviter loquendo: Hominem praedestinatum ex praevisa fide et bonis 
operibus." Voetius refers to Prosper von Aquitanien, Epistola ad Augustino, 3 (PL 51, 69b). 

217 SDI,32. 

218 SD 1, 321-22 with reference to Arminius, Examen Perkinsiani, 665; cf. Dekker, Rijker dan 
Midas, 163-64. 

219 SDI,322. 
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of Becanus, but is adamant that all these proponents of middle knowledge in 
the end still establish human free choice as the decisive factor in election.220 

Since middle knowledge makes election a matter of praedestinatio ex 
praevisa fide, Voetius agues in the fourth place that predestination would 
then better be described as postdestination, even if temporally it precedes its 
object.2?! In the fifth place, with a view to the difficult issue of the reproba- 
tion of some who are no worse than others, middle knowledge would make 
it unnecessary any longer to point with the apostle Paul to the sovereignty of 
God (Romans 9:20—21).2?? Sixthly, the apostle's reference to God's unsearcha- 
ble wisdom in Romans 11:33 would be devoid of purpose since the "hypotheti- 
cals” would already have penetrated its depths.223 

Voetius explains that the formal object of election for Reformed theolo- 
gians and the "Thomists" is the grace to be shown to the elect and the glory 
following from it. For them the formal object of reprobation (reprobatio) is the 
non-bestowal of grace to the reprobate, followed with implicative necessity 
(necessitate hypothetica) by the sin committed by the creature, which in turn 
is the cause of damnation (damnatio)? This constitutes the immeasurable 
abyss (abbysus) of predestination. Voetius remarks, however, that his 


220  SD1,322—23, esp. 323: "Superest ergo ipsum liberum arbitrium esse causam istius melioris 
usus, qui jam ante praevisus causa est praedestinationis ad excellentiorem gloriam." 

221 SD 1, 323: "Praedestinatio igitur potius respectu scientiae istius postdestinatio vocando 
fuerit, quam respectu objecti temporarii praedestinatio.’ Voetius explains that the name 
“postdestinatio” would be more appropriate because the prefix to "destinatio" should be 
based on the "essential order" between the divine determination and the scientia media 
(in which the scientia media precedes) rather than on the “accidental order" between the 
divine determination and the determined object in time (in which the divine determina- 
tion precedes). 

222  SD1,323:"In arduo hoc aeternae praedestinationis negotio, quod ad reprobationem quorun- 
dam hominum, caeteris non pejorum, et tamen posthabitorum, non opus erit cum Apostolo 
confugere ad absolutam Dei potestatem ac dominium in suas creaturas et tumultuantem 
contra Deum stultam stulti hominis rationem isthoc capistro frenare, dicendo.... Rom. 9. 
20. 21.” 

223 SD 1, 324: “Nulla quoque ratio fuerit cur exclamemus cum Apostolo: O profundas divitias 
tum sapientiae, tum cognitionis Dei; quam inscrutabilia sunt ejus judicia, et ejus viae 
impervestigabiles!” 

224 SD I, 324. "Ratio est, quia praedestinatio aeterna pro formali et immediato objecto habet 
gratiam eique infallibiliter annexam gloriam praedestinatis conferendam, quae partes et 
gradus sunt unius et ejusdem benedictionis divinae. Similiter, si de Reprobatione loqua- 
mur cujus verum et immediatum objectum est denegatio gratiae medium a parte Dei ad 
manifestandum gloriam justitiae suae in quorundam damnatione, ad quod necessitate 
hypothetica infallibiliter sequitur peccatum creaturae, causa damnationis, ut effecti: ut 
satis probant tum nostri ex scripturis et rationibus inde depromptis, tum ipsi quoque 
in medio Papatu Thomistae in suis scriptis de auxiliis divinae gratiae." Cf. below, ch. 11.4, 
n. 85. 
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opponents erect another kind of abyss. For them, the formal object of elec- 
tion is the arrangement of a congruous (congruus) order of things, while the 
formal object of reprobation is the arrangement in an incongruous order. 
Voetius counters, however, that in this hypothesis, the efficacious bestowal 
or non-bestowal of grace does not even follow contingently upon congruous 
or incongruous arrangement. Thus his opponents seem to reject any kind of 
implicative necessity or relationship. For what complicates matters is that the 
Jesuit view further assumes the possibility that there are people for whom 
there is no congruous or incongruous order of things. Thus if God willed to 
elect or reprobate such people, either he would have to violate their freedom, 
or else they would have been elected and saved or reprobated and damned 
necessarily. While the Jesuit abyss is indeed different, it is no less harsh than 
that posed by Paul.225 


The third category of inconsistencies pertains to the divine intellect. Voetius 
charges first of all that scientia media makes the scientia simplicis intelligentiae 
superfluous.??6 For if with conditional future states of affairs it is already so in 
the structural moment (in signo rationis) prior to God's decree that they will 
obtain by virtue of their nature if the condition is fulfilled, there is no moment 
of eternity (in nullo aeternitatis momento) at which God could know them as 
purely possible states of affairs. For in their very nature they are always already 
elevated above the state of pure possibility. In the orthodox view of the sci- 
entia simplicis intelligentiae, in contrast, this knowledge is and remains useful 
since God sees the states of affairs in their possibility and at the same time sees 
how, when the decree is posited, they will obtain in a determined way. For the 
decree alone can *draw them from the state of pure possibility and promote 
them to whatever futurition.” God's scientia simplicis intelligentiae, which gives 
light to the intellect, suffices for God wisely and rationally to decide without 
any need for a scientia media of some form or another.227 


225 SD 1, 324—25, esp. 325: "Imo ne quidem ad istam collocationem per accidens et contin- 
genter sequitur gratiae efficacis aut gloriae in electis collatio et receptio; aut denegatio 
gratiae adeoque peccatum in reprobis et propter peccatum damnatio.” Ibid.: “Aut vio- 
landa est libertas illorum hominum; aut iste necessario reprobandus et damnandus, hic 
vero Praedestinandus et salvandus. Dura conditio! Patet igitur quod neque abyssus illa 
Paulina sit eadem cum Iesuitica, neque praedestinatio et reprobatio Iesuitica eadem cum 
Paulina” 

226 SDI, 325: “Primo, scientia media frustraneam in Deo facit simplicis intelligentiae scientiam." 

227 SD 1, 325-26: “Quando enim per eam videt Deus esse aliquid absolute possibile; annon eo 
ipso videt, aliquid quoquo modo futurum, posito decreto ipsius, quod solum illud ex statu 
merae possibilitatis extrahere et ad quamcunque futuritionem promovere potest? Quo 
concesso, obscurum non puto istam cognitionem sufficienter divino praelucere intellec- 
tui ad aliquid sapienter et cum ratione decernendum.” 
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Voetius furthermore considers the acceptance of scientia media to imply 
several absurd implications, such as that God's intellect would depend on an 
external object, that God's idea comes from outside, or that the eternal founda- 
tions (rationes) of things are structurally "earlier" in the creature than they are 
in God. Another implied absurdity is that God would depend on his creatures 
as if he were their image (exemplar).?28 

Thirdly, scientia media implies that a process of counsel (consilium) takes 
place in God. For the benefit of his decree, God would have to consider in 
which order of things the scales of Peter's freedom, for example, would be 
so inclined that he will come to faith, repent, and persevere. The discursivity 
which human decisions require would thus be projected onto God without 
reason.229 


The fourth category of inconsistencies concerns God’s power (potentia), “the 
executrix of the decrees,’ which — as was argued in the first argument — would 
on the supposition of middle knowledge not be determinate certainly, but 
remain indeterminate and indifferent.?3? This is a consequence that is even 
disagreeable to Voetius’s opponents. 

Secondly, middle knowledge ascribes “to a human being who is placed in 
the state of his fallen nature and outside of grace a strength and ability towards 
the supernatural good that nevertheless is found outside of the sphere of his 
activity.??! This position recalls the “two-level theory” that Voetius rejected.?3? 
According to Voetius, this evidences a gross Pelagianism from which even 


228 SD 1, 326: "Facit haec scientia intellectum Dei pendere ab objecto externo, ideam suam illi 
advenire aliunde rationesque adeo rerum aeternas prioritate naturae prius esse in creatura 
quam in Deo, creaturamque hic non dependere a Deo, tanquam suo, sed Deum dependere a 
creaturis tanquam suo exemplari." 

229 SD 1, 326-27, esp. 326: "Ponit haec scientia proprie dictum in Deo consilium: de quo recte 
Iul. Caesar Scaliger: Tam est impia vox in divinis consilium, quam pluralitas Deitatis." 
Voetius cites Scaliger, Exotericae exercitatiae, exercit. 365, sect. 8 (475); on Julius Caesar 
Scaliger (1484—1558), not to be confused with his son Joseph Justus Scaliger (1540-1609), 
see Schmitt, Skinner, and Kessler, The Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosophy, 836 
(‘Biobibliographies”). With this quotation, cf. Scotus's efforts to avoid discursivity in God 
in the context of his “theory of the neutral proposition"; see the literature mentioned in 
ch. 8.2, n. 36. 

230 SD I, 327-30, esp. 327: “Potentiam Dei quod attinet, decretorum executricem; primum ea 
per scientiam mediam ex se indifferens vaga et determinanda, non certa determinata et 
determinans statuitur." 

231 SD I, 327: "Secundo: Quod haec scientia |ie., scientia media] introducat crassum 
Pelagianismum et homini in statu naturae lapsae extra gratiam constituto ad bonum super- 
naturale, quod est extra sphaeram activitatis ejus, vires et facultatem tribuat: ex evidentia 
rei etiam vidit et agnovit Clemens Octavus Papa Rom." 

232 Cf. above, ch. 6.3. 
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Clement vir, the founder of the Congregatio de auxiliis gratiae (1598-1607), 
had clearly distanced himself. He further reports that Clement once asked a 
Carmelite monk and proponent of middle knowledge: "What would God fore- 
know with his scientia media?" When the monk answered, "The good use of 
free choice,” the pope correctly retorted the following: "On the basis of nature, 
or of grace? If by nature, this would be like the view of Cassian. If by grace, 
this would go against Molina."?33 Following Clement vrm (according to this 
report) Voetius thus associates the Molinist position with John Cassian's 
Semipelagianism. Although the Molinists maintain the gratia praeveniens et 
comitans of God's work of salvation, his grace in the end is still made to depend 
on the good use of free choice by virtue of a person's natural powers.234 

Thirdly, the curtailing of God's power leads to human pride according to 
1 Corinthians 4:7. Furthermore, the objections which the proponents of mid- 
dle knowledge heap up against their opponents fall back on them. On the 
assumption of middle knowledge, God's calls and promises become point- 
less if he places people in circumstances in which they, as he foresaw with 
his scientia media, would not have allowed themselves to be brought to sav- 
ing faith. Fourthly, on the last day they would be justified to complain to God, 
since he had placed other people in such circumstances in which they would 
indeed repent.235 


Finally, middle knowledge implies one further inconsistency with respect to the 
three faculties of the divine will, intellect, and power, namely when they are 
taken together: "The modes of being — i.e., contingency and necessity — would 
be exempted from divine providence" although, as Aquinas correctly noted, 
God is the “universal provider for all of being."236 Voetius's own position is that, 
in conditional future states of affairs, the contingent relationship between the 
condition and the conditional does not exist of itself, but is determined by the 
divine decree,??" while the range of possible states of affairs is equivalent to 


233 SDI, 327—28. Cf. above, at n. 70. 

234 SD I, 328-29, esp. 329: “Et cum absque gratiae adjutorio homo in statu miseriae id [i.e., col- 
lateralem sui associationem ad gratiam] praestet? annon ex naturae viribus bene utitur 
libero arbitrio?" 

235 SD 1, 329-30. 

236 SD 1, 330-31, esp. 330: “At tres istas Facultates simul quod attinet: Posita ista scientia, modi 
entium, contingentiae scil. et necessitatis, eximuntur divinae providentiae, qui tamen est, 
ut recte Thomas ait, universalis provisor totius Entis.” Cf. Aquinas, S.Th., I, q. 22, a. 4, ad 
3: "Unde modus contingentiae et necessitatis cadit sub provisione Dei, qui est universalis 
provisor totius entis, non autem sub provisione aliquorum particularium provisorum." 

237 SD 1,330. Here again, it should be noted that for Voetius — as for the entire Christian tradi- 
tion before him - the concept of contingency implies the factuality of the respective state 
of affairs. 
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the range of God's power. Both are infallibly the object of God's knowledge. 
Otherwise, there would in the end be entities that are independent of God. 
Voetius is afraid that, if one adopts the thesis of middle knowledge, the modes 
of being would not only be independent of God, but for some beings “inde- 
pendence from the will, wisdom, and power of the first and highest being" 
would also follow.238 


Voetius concludes the discussion of inconsistences resulting from scientia 
media with an argument that is particularly illuminating. He argues that the 
doctrine of middle knowledge reintroduces through the back door the highly 
problematic concept of Stoic fate, “which imposes the harsh bonds of the 
most oppressive necessity on the freedom of God, angels, and men."?3? Voetius 
is confident that this consequence can be easily demonstrated. In the first 
place, the contingent conditional states of affairs (contingentia conditionata) 
as object of scientia media must have their conditional futurition ( futuritio) 
from somewhere, since otherwise they would not be knowable. Prevolitionally 
that conditional futurition cannot come from God's will; there must therefore 
be another way for the futurition to be taken out of its state of pure possibil- 
ity. Since conditional futurition is distinguished from absolute futurition not 
essentially but gradually, conditional future states of affairs can gain their abso- 
lute futurition from the same source from which they receive their conditional 
futurition. Accordingly, this would mean that God's free decree must be disre- 
garded not only for conditional futurition, but also for absolute futurition.2*0 
In the second place, states of affairs cannot have their absolute futurition 
from a decree by which God determined to place a creature in particular cir- 
cumstances. For even if the creature has been placed in such circumstances, 
there is no implicative necessity on whose basis it is certain that things will 
occur in this way rather than another way. On the other hand, most Jesuits 


238 SD 1, 330-31: "Neque vero modi tantum entium, sed ipsa etiam quaedam entia dabuntur 
independentia a voluntate, sapientia et potentia, primi et summi entis, quia effectum causae 
liberae, prout subjicitur scientiae mediae, necessario debet concipi, ut producendum ex 
mero hominis arbitrio et potentia illi subserviente.” 

239 SD 1, 331-36, esp. 331: “At vero illud ipsum fatuum Stoicorum Fatum, divinae, angelicae et 
humanae libertatis duras gravissimae necessitatis compedes injiciens, per hanc scientiam, 
velut per decumanam portam, introducitur? Negant? At probatio facilis." 

240 SD 1,331: “At vero unde aliquam, id est, conditionatam illam futuritionem ante, non dico 
decretum, sed etiam scientiam mediam, quae decretum antecedit, quacunque demum 
ratione acceperunt, inde quoque omnem id est absolutam futuritionem possunt acci- 
pere, quia istae duae futuritiones non differunt essentia aut specie sed gradu tantum, ut 
lux vespertina et meridiana." 
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teach against Molina and Suárez?! that God's middle knowledge pertains also 
to his own decree. Accordingly, structurally prior to his decree, God knew what 
his own will would will at each occasion or condition. As a result, prior to his 
decree he knew which order of things he would choose, so that he could not 
choose another. However, this means that the futurition of all states of affairs, 
including conditional future states of affairs, was already determined prior to 
God's decree. Thus things could not happen in any other way than they actually 
would happen, not even by virtue of God's absolute power (absoluta potestas). 
This would turn God into a “Homeric Jupiter ... bound by the cords of fate."242 

Thirdly, the fate resulting from scientia media can also be demonstrated on 
the basis of statements from Fonseca, the "father of this knowledge." According 
to Fonseca, the act of the divine will is immediately connected to the act of 
middle knowledge, and this so that the contingent conditional future states of 
affairs only pass over to the state of absolute futurition through an approving 
(approbativus) act of the will (with good states of affairs) or through a permis- 
sive (permissivus) act of the will (with evil states of affairs). God's will is, as 
it were, only evaluative, and its function is not to bestow being in the proper 
sense. The states of affairs must for that reason already have their futurition 
prior to the act of the divine will. For when God, by way of example, approved 
(approbavit) all that he had made at creation or permitted (permisit) the fall of 
Adam, he did not in any way bestow their futurition or actual existence, but he 
instead presupposed it.243 

From a slightly different perspective, in the structural moment prior to 
God's decree the conditional effect, when it is abstracted from the condition, 


241 Cf., however, Suárez, De scientia Dei futurorum contingentium, 11, cap. 8, n. 6. 

242 SD 1, 332: “Hoc igitur supposito, scivit Deus ante decretum suum quem ipse rerum ordi- 
nem electurus esset. Non potuit igitur alium eligere. Et si ordo circumstantiarum certus 
ante decretum divinum, jam ablata conditione ante omne decretum certa quoque est 
absoluta futuritio omnium istorum, quae dicuntur sub conditione futura. Non potuerunt 
igitur Deus vel creaturae rationales aliter disponere res suas quam dispositae sunt; nec 
res ipsae aliter fieri possunt, quam sunt: neque per absolutam quidem potestatem Deus 
poterit efficere, ut non sint, vel ut aliter sint. Erit igitur Iehova Deus noster ... Homericus 
quidam Iupiter, qui delectissimum filium suum Sarpedona, cruentis Patrocli manibus et 
instanti mortis necessitati, cripere volet, sed fatalibus constrictus vinculis non poterit" In 
SD 1, 332-33, Voetius tries to refute an objection raised against this thesis of his. 

243 §D1,333:“Novo nunc argumento idem Fatum demonstrari potest ex iis quae tradit Fonseca, 
pater hujus scientiae, de actu voluntatis divinae, qui in sequenti signo rationis actum 
scientiae mediae statim excipit. Vult enim futura illa contingentia conditionata transire 
in statum absolutae futuritionis tantum per actum voluntatis divinae approbativum, si 
bona sint, aut permissivum, si mala et istis actibus illa, ut absolute futura, a Deo cognosci. 
Quo nihil dici potuit ad stolidum Fatum introducendum accommodatius." Cf. Fonseca, In 
metaph., VI, cap. 2, qu. 4, sect. 7 (111, 16-18). 
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either does or does not obtain absolutely. If it obtains absolutely, this likewise 
applies to its condition since condition and effect must already be infallibly 
tied to each other in this structural moment; otherwise God's foreknowledge 
would be fallible. But if both effect and condition obtain absolutely (i.e., are 
future absolute) prior to God's decree, God can only decide, know, or effectu- 
ate what this "fatalist futurition" prescribes. Conversely, if the effect were not 
future absolute, the condition would not obtain, either. Thus the conditional 
effect prevolitionally either does not obtain, or else is inevitable rather than 
contingent.?44 

With slight extrapolation Voetius can be said to suspect that, on the 
assumption of scientia media, the decree by which God bestows actual being 
on a possible world would depend on his foreknowledge. This decree would 
not only depend on his foreknowledge of the decisions people would make in 
the respective world under certain conditions, but also on the foreknowledge 
of his own decree as to which world he would bestow actual being upon under 
those circumstances. This means, however, that God cannot decide other than 
he decides, and that things cannot be other than they are. The conditions and 
the conditional effects in the sphere of eternity are thus forever in motion, just 
like stars are in their courses. Thus a “magnificent machine of fates envelops 
and snatches God and all people up within itself.”245 


8.311 Arguments ad hominem 

In the last section of the extensive disputation De conditionata seu media 
in Deo scientia, Voetius once more restates the main issue of the entire 
controversy: 


244 SD L, 333-34, esp. 334: "Non potuit igitur de illo effectu vel conditione aliter decernere 
intelligere aut circa illa operari Deus, quam fatalis haec futuritio jusserit" Obviously, 
Voetius assumes that not only the condition implies the effect, but also vice versa. 
According to the rules of modern standard logic, however, this inversion is not required. 
Here, it becomes apparent that Voetius did not work with the modern notions of material 
and strict implications yet. This can be regarded as a parallel to the actualism of his modal 
logic (“theory of the neutral proposition”; contingency with factuality-implication; onto- 
logical preference of the actual world). 

245 SD 1, 334—35: "Talis enim praevisio de actibus creatarum voluntatum semper potest esse 
conditio ad quam aliquid velit Deus. Ex. gr. Si istae voluntates in tali aut in tali ordine con- 
stitutae sic agent: ego apud me decernam, ut sit iste ordo, vel ut creetur mundus, in quo 
sit talis ordo. In quibus si verum Deus praevidet, non poterit aliter decernere nec res aliter 
esse. Atque isto pacto conditiones et effectus conditionati in sphaera aeternitatis magna 
orbium et motus varietate perpetuo in gyrum aguntur… Et illa tam mirabilis Fatorum 
machina involuit secumque rapit Deum humanaque omnia.” A little later, in SD 1, 335-38, 
Voetius and Nethenus quote extensively from the dedication in Rutherford, Exercitationes 
apologeticae pro divina gratia, ***4v—***5v. 
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Could the free conditional future states of affairs which by their nature 
are indifferent to their futurition and non-futurition from eternity pass 
over to the state of futurition through anything other than the divine 
decree, which is the cause of all things including even each and every 
futurition?246 


The entire dilemma posed by middle knowledge becomes evident in the 
accompanying "foundation of foundations" namely, the assumption that 
God's will when it decrees would be a blind power if it were not illuminated by 
scientia media. Since the truth value of free conditional future states of affairs 
is determined not by the decree but by the occurrence of the thing itself, there 
is a being that is independent of the highest being.?^" For Voetius, this observa- 
tion serves as the occasion for three arguments ad hominem. 

In the first place, many proponents of middle knowledge are ashamed 
of such consequences. As a result, the adoption of this scientia is itself 
shameful.?^$ More foundational is the second argument: 


If we assume the truth of this knowledge, we evidently derive from the 
very hypotheses of our opponents and the method of argumentation 
which they apply against us that every freedom of God and creatures is 
destroyed, and that God — an abhorring thought! — is constituted as the 
author of sin.?49 


In order to understand this ad hominem argument, one must recall that, 
according to Voetius's opponents, "freedom" requires an absolute indifference 


246 SD 1,336: “An futura conditionata libera, ex sua natura ad futuritionem et non futuritionem 
indifferentia, ab aeterno potuerint transisse in statum rei futurae aliter quam per decretum 
divinum, quod causa sit omnis, qualiscunque etiam, futuritionis?" Cf. above, ch. 8.3.5, where 
the main question is formulated differently, although in both cases the central question 
concerns the role of the divine decree with respect to the divine knowledge of condi- 
tioned and absolute future contingents. 

247 SD 1, 336: “Hoc est fundamentum fundamentorum, cui tota causae moles incumbit; 
… scil.: Voluntatem Dei esse in faciendis decretis caecam potentiam, nisi lumen prae- 
fulgeat scientiae mediae ...: summa, dari ens aliquod independens a summo ente.” 

248 SD 1, 337: "Pudet multos consequentiarum, immediate ex scientia media eductarum. Ergo 
scientia est pudenda." 

249 SD 1,337: “Posita hujus scientiae veritate, ex ipsis adversariorum hypothesibus et modo argu- 
mentandi contra nos, evidenter colligemus, tolli omni Dei et creaturae libertatem, Deumque, 
quod horrendum, peccati authorem constitui." Knebel, "Scientia media," 279 (fn. 97) cites 
this passage when discussing a suspicion always nourished by the opponents of scientia 
media, namely that the "scientia media calculus" could “revert to fatalism." 
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of the will toward the components of a contradiction. But if prior to his decree 
God knows with certainty what both people and he himself would do under 
certain circumstances, this very circumstance already restricts that absolute 
indifference to a degree.25° What is more, God would become the author of sin 
if what the opponents always object against the Reformed were true, namely, 
the proposition (which in Voetius's eyes is false): "He who does something 
upon which something else follows infallibly is the cause of the latter thing.’25! 
For God, in that he had placed humanity in such circumstances in which they, 
as he infallibly foreknew, would inevitably sin, would be the cause of that sin. 
Voetius thus demonstrates that the arguments and principles adduced by the 
proponents of scientia media in order to refute the criticism of its opponents 
return on them like a boomerang. 

The third argument ad hominem is based on the observation that the propo- 
nents of middle knowledge too exempt certain free acts from this knowledge, 
which makes middle knowledge altogether superfluous.?°? Finally, the fourth 
argument pertains to the purely logical or theoretical distinction maintained 
by the proponents of scientia media between the concurrence of God's agency 
and that of human free choice. In Voetius's eyes this would mean that God can- 
not distinctly know the concurrence of human free choice, so that it cannot be 
an object of his middle knowledge.??3 


250 SDI,337-38. 

251 SD I, 338: "qui facit aliquid ad quod alterum infallibiliter sequitur, eum istius rei causam 
esse." Voetius refutes this principle at length in Thersites, 21218. Cf. below, ch. 9.3. 

252 SD 1, 338: "Dantur etiam ex adversariorum confessione, multi actus liberi, absolute a Deo 
citra scientiam mediam definiti et praedeterminati, ubi Deus nec insipienter aliquid decrevit, 
nec causarum libere agentium libertate laesit. Ergo supervacua prorsus et inutilis ad defen- 
dendam vel Dei sapientiam in decretis suis formandis vel arbitrii nostri libertatem, media 
ista scientia." Voetius refers to, among others, Molina, Concordia, 1v, disp. 53, membr. 4 
[= ad q. 14, a. 13] (ed. Rabeneck, 403); Fonseca, In metaph., v1, cap. 2, q. 5, sect. 12 (111, 
160v), and Giovanni Matteo Rispoli (0.P., died 1639), who quotes this passage by Fonseca: 
Rispoli, Status controversiae praedefinitionum, et praedeterminationum cum libero arbi- 
trio, 1, q. 1, concl. 1 (31). Voetius possessed a copy of this work; see Auction Catalogue 1 
T 8°, 337. 

253 SD 1, 338-39, esp. 339: "Atqui inter concursum Dei et arbitrii creati non est sufficiens dis- 
tinctio, ad fundandam distinctam cognitionem.... Ergo illos Deus distincte non cognoscit: 
Ergo non datur scientia media, quia illius objectum statuitur concursus liberi arbitrii, ut 
sic. Neque video quid salvis hypothesibus suis cum ratione ad hoc argumentum excipere 
possint adversarii." Note the similar argument in Smising, Disputationes theologicae, tract. 
3, disp. 2, q. 5, nn. 153 and 170 (390b-391a; 396b). 
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Finally, certain of his victory, Voetius expresses his conviction that "the walls 
of the Jericho of middle knowledge collapsed at the sound of the trumpet and 
their foundations shook and were turned upside down "254 


8.4 Ideas 


The disputation De scientia Dei is followed by an interesting appendix entitled 
De Ideis in Deo.?95 At the very beginning of this appendix, Voetius reports that 
ideas have been ascribed to God from the very time of the Church Fathers. He 
points in particular to Augustine, the commentators of Lombard's Sententiae 
(1, d. 35)756 among whom Bonaventure stands out, as well as Aquinas's Summa 
theologiae (1, q. 15).2°” 

Voetius defines the term "idea" in general as the "form that can be imitated 
by the agent through the intellect.’25° In this context, he not only quotes defi- 
nitions from Gabriel Biel and Durandus, but also cites from the writings of 
Thomas Aquinas and Bonaventure.?°9 For Thomas the idea is “a form that imi- 
tates something on the basis of the intention of an agent who predetermines 
the end himself" Bonaventure understands an idea as “the similitude (simili- 
tudo) of a thing through which the thing can be known and produced.”260 


254 SD I, 339: "Nos vero hic praesentis disputationis terminum figemus postquam, Dei bene- 
ficio, collapsos quasi ad clangorem tubae sacrae Hierichuntinos scientiae istius mediae 
muros et ima illius fundamenta convulsa ac eversa conspeximus.” 

255 SD I, 258—64 (presumably 1637). In Reformed scholasticism, this theme is generally 
treated only in the margins. For this reason, no separate section in Muller, PRRD, 111, is 
devoted to the ideas in God, but see now Muller, “Calvinist Thomism Revisited"; Muller, 
Dictionary, s.v. "ideae divinae" (2nd edition). 

256 Read “ad Lombard. |. 1. dist. 35" instead of “ad Lombard. l. 1. dist. 25" (SD 1, 259). 

257 SD 1, 258-59; cf. Augustine, De diversis quaestionibus octoginta tribus, XLX1, n. 2; De Genesi 
ad literam, v, cap. 13-14; Epist. 115; De civitate Dei, X1, cap. 10-11; XII, cap. 26; cf. also sp 
I, 260. In addition to that, Voetius mentions, among others, Justin Martyr, Clement of 
Alexandria, Pseudo-Dionysius, Ambrosius, Boethius, Bernard of Clairvaux, Anselm, 
Petrus Lombardus, Bonaventure, Thomas Aquinas, Danaeus, Zanchi, Polanus, Alsted, 
Amesius and [Julius Caesar] Scaliger. 

258 SD I, 259: “Idea in genere describi potest, forma imitabilis ab agente per intellectum"; like- 
wise also Twisse, De scientia media, 11, cap. 4 (329a), with reference to the Dominican 
Baltasar Navarrete (1560-1640). 

259 Biel, Collectorium, 11, d. 44, q. un., a. 3, dub. (ed. Werbeck and Hofmann, 11, 716); Durand 
de Saint-Pourgain, In Sententias theologicas Petri Lombardi commentariorum libri quatuor, 
1, d. 36, q. 3, B (109vb-uora). 

260 SD 1,259: "Thomas … Est Forma, quam aliquid imitatur ex intentione agentis praestituen- 
tis sibi finem. Bonaventura ... Est similitudo rei, per quam res cognoscitur et producitur." 
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Three conditions have to be fulfilled to understand the concept of "ideas" 
properly. In the first place, it is a matter of “the form which serves as object 
to the intellect and in whose similitude a thing is produced to the outside” 
Secondly, “this similitude of the thing to the outside is from the intention of 
the thing that operates" And thirdly, the effect produced must be "intended 
by a particular agent."76! This means that the agent must be endowed with 
reason. The idea thus refers to the inner form; it is localized intramentally, 
on the inside of the intellect, so to speak, and thereby distinguished from the 
external or extramental form, which is subjected to the senses and is normally 
described as the “pattern” (exemplar). Only in a wider sense can the term “pat- 
tern" be applied to the idea, namely, insofar as it signifies every form that can 
be represented.?62 

In light of the above, the possessors of ideas must be rational agents: God, 
angels, and people. The expression "divine idea" (idea divina) is ambivalent 
because of the doctrine of the Trinity. On the one hand, the expression can 
refer to an appropriation and thus personally to God the Son, the second per- 
son of the Trinity. On the other hand, the whole Trinity can properly and essen- 
tially have ideas.?6? Here exists a tension between the Logos doctrine of the 
eastern church, and the western church’s theology of the Trinity. If in line with 
the Greek Logos-view the second person is connected to the divine ideas, the 
question arises how it relates to the Latin essence-view which maintains that 
the Trinity's works to the outside are undivided (opera ad extra sunt indivisa). 
Voetius resolves this tension by understanding the application of ideas to the 
Son as appropriation, while the whole Trinity is the *possessor" of ideas in a 
proper sense. ^For the ideas are in the divine essence as such properly and 
immediately, and in the divine intellect insofar as it understands," since the 
intellect and the essence are “common to all three persons of the Trinity.’26* 

When it comes to the ideas in God in a proper sense, Voetius appeals among 
others to Augustine and Duns Scotus. For Augustine the ideas are "principal 
forms or stable principles (rationes) of things," forms that themselves are not 


Cf. Aquinas, De veritate, q. 3, a. 1, corp; Bonaventura, Commentaria in Quatuor Libros 
Sententiarum, 1, d. 25, q. un. (ed. Quaracchi, 1, 600). Cf. Boland, Ideas in God; Bissen, 
L'Exemplarisme divin selon Saint Bonaventure; Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 121-56. 

261 SD 1, 259: “Ad rationem ideae tres conditiones requiruntur. 1. ut sit forma objecta intellec- 
tui, ad cujus similitudinem producatur res ad extra. 2. ut ista similitudo rei ad extra sit ex 
intentione ipsius operantis. 3. Ut effectus productus sit intentus a particulari agente." 

262 SDI,259. 

263 SD 1, 259-60. On the doctrine of the Trinity in Voetius, cf. above, ch. 7.6. 

264 SD I, 259—60: "Quia ideae proprie et immediate sunt in essentia divina ut sic, et in intel- 
lectu divino ut intellectu divino ut intelligente [lege: et in intellectu divino ut intelligente]. 
Atqui essentia, intellectus, intelligere sunt tribus personis communia et essentialia." 
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formed, making them eternally present in the divine intellect”265 Ideas are 


thus not as they are with Plato, that is, autonomous and independent enti- 


ties, but are located “in mente divina.”266 The definition of Scotus points in the 


same direction: ^The idea is the eternal and incommunicable reason (ratio) in 


the divine mind, by means of which something can be formed outside of the 


divine mind as if according to its proper notion (ratio).75" In the same line, 


Voetius states: 


265 


266 


267 


268 


In order to understand the divine idea, we perceive it like a relationship 
in God (for itis a pattern (exemplar), and every pattern is a relationship) 
whose correlate is what is depicted (ideatum), which is all things outside 
of God, namely, those things that can be created ( factibiles). The “sub- 
ject” (if we are permitted to speak in that way) is God himself, for the 
ideas are in God and indeed not insofar as he is perceived as essence, but 
as intellect or intelligent essence. The foundation of the idea is God's imi- 
tability or his perfection, which formally or eminently exist in him. The 
end of the idea, which here has the aspect of a form or is formal, is that it 
is the principle of knowledge and production.?68 


SD 1, 260: "Ideas in Deo proprie acceptas definit Augustinus loc. cit. principales formas 
seu rationes rerum, stabiles, quae ipsae formatae non sunt, ac per hoc aeternae et sem- 
per eodem modo se habentes, quae in divina intelligentia continentur." Cf. Augustine, De 
diversis quaestionibus octoginta tribus, XLVI, n. 2 (CCL 44A, 71, where it reads: “... rationes 
rerum stabiles atque incommutabiles, quae ipsae formatae non sunt ...). On the medieval 
reception of this influential definition, see Boland, Ideas in God, 33-47; Plevano, "Divine 
Ideas,” 178-81. 

On the crucial difference between Platonism and Christian thought in this matter, cf. De 
Rijk, “Quaestio de Ideis.” 

SD 1, 260: "Idea est ratio aeterna et incommunicabilis in mente divina, secundum quam 
aliquid est formabile extra, tanquam secundum propriam rationem ejus." See Scotus, Op. 
Oxon., 1, d. 35, q. un., n. 12 (ed. Wadding, v/2, 1254); Ordinatio, 1, d. 35, q. un., n. 38 (ed. Vat., 
VI, 260); cf. also Reportatio, 1-A, d. 36, p. 1, q. 1-2, n. 69 (ed. Wolter and Bychkov, 11, 404). 
Scotus presents this definition as a summary of the opinion of Augustine. On Scotus, see 
Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 125-32; Noone, "Scotus on Dvine Ideas,” 359-453 (esp. 369- 
73); Cross, Duns Scotus on God, 60—69. In addition, Voetius refers to Theodoret, Albertus 
Magnus, Pseudo-Dionysius, Becanus, Fonseca, Polanus, and Alsted. In sp 1, 260-61, he 
approvingly quotes in detail Scotus's proof of the mentioned definition in Scotus, Op. 
Oxon., 1, d. 35, q. un., n. 12 (ed. Wadding, v/2, 1254); Ordinatio, 1, d. 35, q. un., n. 39 (ed. Vat., 
VI, 261). Richard Baxter attacked Scotus's definition; see Burton, The Hallowing of Logic, 
259-60. 

SD I, 260: “Ad intelligendam Ideam divinam, concipiamus eam tanquam relationem in 
Deo, (est enim exemplar, et omne exemplar est relatio) cujus correlatum sit ideatum, quod 
sunt omnes res praeter Deum, factibiles scil. Subjectum (ita loqui liceat) est ipse Deus, 
sunt enim ideae in Deo: Et quidem non qua concipitur ut essentia; sed ut intellectus, seu 


354 CHAPTER 8 


Ideas are thus located in God's intellect, and this as a relationship with the 
depicted, the things that can be created. They are grounded in God's imitabil- 
ity. The end of ideas is their formal aspect: they are a principle of knowledge 
and production. The underlying metaphor is that of an artist who has mental 
images of what he can depict. In order to clarify the notion of divine ideas, 
Voetius gives a list of thirteen attributes. 

First of all, ideas must be assumed to exist in the nature of things and also 
in God himself, as Voetius argues together with Duns Scotus and Alexander 
of Hales. Secondly, they are not outside of God as Plato had held, but located 
within him, even if not formally, as the form of the seal in the wax, but “accord- 
ing to their strength" (virtualiter). Thirdly, they are eternal and immutable.269 
Fourthly, they are, against the opinion of Scotus, Durandus, Ockham, and 
Gabriel Biel, “not the things themselves that are to be produced by God him- 
self insofar as they are objects of the divine intellect,” but rather “they are 
the knowledge of creatures or an expressed representation that depicts them 
formally??? Fifthly, they are the efficient and primary cause of things. Sixthly, 
God's essence can be described as an idea "insofar as itis the knowledge and as 
it were the expressed similitude of the creature," but not “insofar as it according 
to our mode of observation precedes any act of the intellect?" The seventh 
attribute is particularly illuminating in that Voetius explains how the divine 
ideas relate to God's knowledge: 


Not every knowledge or cognition of God can be called an “idea,” because 
the knowledge of vision by which God knows future things does not have 
the notion of an idea since it is considered as being purely speculative. 
Instead, the idea belongs to practical knowledge, and it is the formal 
ground ( formalis ratio) for the creature existing in the divine mind inso- 
far as it is viewed by God as something that is to be imitated or imitable 
when the divine mind is active.272 


essentia intelligens. Fundamentum ejus est imitabilitas Dei, seu perfectionum Dei, quae 
vel formaliter vel eminenter sunt in ipso. Finis ejus, qui hic habet rationem formae seu 
formalis, est, quod sit principium cognoscendi et producendi.” 

269 SDI, 260-61. 

270 SD 1, 261: "Non esse res ipsas a Deo producendas, quatenus divino intellectui objiciun- 
tur ...: sed esse ipsam cognitionem creaturarum, seu speciem expressam formaliter eas 
repraesentatem." (Emphasis mine). Cf. on this Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 125-56. 

271 SD 1, 261: “Essentiam Dei prout consideratione nostra praecedit omnem actum intellectus 
non esse ideam, sed prout est cognitio et quasi expressa creaturarum similitudo." 

272 SD 1, 261: "Non omnem scientiam seu cognitionem Dei dicendam esse ideam, quia scien- 
tia visionis, qua Deus cognoscit res futuras non habet rationem ideae, consideratur enim 
tanquam pure speculativa: atqui idea pertinet ad scientiam practicam, et est ipsa formalis 
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God's knowledge can thus be considered an idea in a way, namely, insofar 
as it pertains to practical knowledge. As a result, the idea is distinguished from 
the scientia visionis, since the latter is not active and thus purely speculative. 
On the other hand, as we have seen above, practical knowledge is connected to 
God's will in just the same way as the knowledge of vision is.?7? The ideas thus 
refer to the formal images of the creatures, even when they are considered in 
their imitability and thus their creatability, and not postvolitionally as factual 
or in a state of futurition. 

The eight attribute corresponds with the above, in that it implies that all 
ideas of creatable things are practical, so that the division of ideas into prac- 
tical and speculative ideas is to be rejected.?"^ The ninth attribute is likewise 
illuminating. Voetius explains that the ideas represent things only “in regard 
to their possible being (esse possibile) and the way in which they can obtain” 
Thus they do not depict "the things in their future being or their futurition 
and existence, unless as a possible and the mode of the way in which it can be 
placed in being in the completed act.” That they are limited to the possibility 
of the things that are to be created is based on the fact that they "structurally 
precede any and every act of the divine will or decree.?75 When Voetius speaks 
of the ideas in God, he clearly has in view the possibility which can be rep- 
resented to the outside of those things that will be created when the decree 
is added. 

The tenth attribute is that, analogous to the distinction between causes 
in actuality and potency, there can be a useful application of the distinction 
between ideas in their actuality and potency. In the eleventh place, God only 
has ideas of positive entities, in virtue of which impossible entities like the 
evil of guilt, or privations (privationes) like darkness, are excluded. The twelfth 
attribute is an application of Voetius's nuanced doctrine of simplicity to ideas: 
ideas are really or materially identical with God. All the same, “on the basis 
of their ‘reason of analysis' (ratione ratiocinata) and eminently (eminenter), 
namely, in the order of various representations (ideata) or creatable things 


ratio creaturae in mente divina existens, quatenus ab eo spectatur imitanda aut imitabilis 
in agendo." 

273  Cfabove, ch. 8.2, n. 37. 

274 SD 1, 261. This division is found, for instance, in Aquinas; cf. De veritate, q. 3, a. 5, corp., and 
ibid., a. 7., corp., with a. 8., corp. 

275 SD 1, 261: "Ideae solum repraesentant res quod ad esse earum possibile, et modum quo 
fieri possint. Non ergo repraesentant res in esse futuro seu futuritionem et existentiam 
earum; nisi ut possibilem: et modum ut in actu exercito poni possit in esse. Ratio haec est, 
quia praecedunt in signo rationis omnem actum voluntatis divinae, seu omne decretum: 
atqui sine eo nulla rerum futuritio." 
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(res factibilis),” they can be distinguished. Finally, the last attribute is that “the 
ideas in God and in themselves can and ought not be understood or analysed 
by us.”276 

At the end of the appendix, Voetius gives an extensive and erudite account 
as to how the ideas in the divine mind are not to be confused with Platonic 
ideas. In this he appeals to Aristotle, who refuted the Platonic notion of uni- 
versals that actually exist in autonomy and independence from individual 
things.277 

The significance of this appendix on ideas in God consists in that Voetius, 
together with the entire Christian tradition from the very time of the Church 
Fathers, admits no autonomous “realm of ideas,” but locates the ideas in the 
divine mind.7? This insight as such already stands opposed to any inter- 
pretation which would suggest a relationship between Voetius's doctrine of 
ideas and Platonism. Moreover, Voetius explicitly distances himself from the 
Platonic doctrine of ideas, albeit with exaggeration on the difference between 
Plato and Aristotle. The most important insight nevertheless remains that 
Voetius relates ideas to God's practical knowledge, and thus roots the doctrine 
of ideas in a doctrine of creation governed by the divine will. The latter is a 
radically non-Platonic move, and does not correspond with a theory of neces- 
sary emanation but with a theory of contingency firmly rooted in the doctrine 
of creation. 


8.5 Summary 


Following the classical Christian doctrine of God, Voetius describes God's 
knowledge as omniscience. The fundamental distinction in divine knowledge 
is the distinction between God's necessary and free (or: contingent) knowl- 
edge. With his necessary knowledge God knows his own essence and all possi- 
ble states of affairs that are modally necessary. Structurally, in terms of instants 
or moments of nature, this knowledge precedes the act of the divine decree. 
The free decree of God's will is followed by his free knowledge with which he 
knows existing contingent states of affairs. In that Voetius attributes the deci- 
sive role to the divine will, he follows the Franciscan line of John of La Rochelle, 
Bonaventure, and especially Duns Scotus. This is immediately evident in that, 


276 SD 1, 261-62, esp. 262: “Ideae in Deo et in seipsis, a nobis intelligi aut investigari nec pos- 
sunt, nec debent.” 

277 SDI, 262-264. 

278 On this, see De Rijk, "Quaestio de Ideis.” 
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even though he adopts Thomist terminology and distinguishes the scientia sim- 
plicis intelligentiae from the scientia visionis, Voetius understands the latter dif- 
ferently from Aquinas as the distinction between God's scientia necessaria and 
libera and once again attributes the decisive role to the divine will. A further 
distinction, namely, the distinction between a definite and indefinite knowl- 
edge of God, echoes Scotus's "theory of neutral propositions," where God's will 
determines the truth value of a proposition that is in itself neutral. Like with 
other distinctions, also in the distinction between a speculative and a practi- 
cal knowledge (absent in Scotus, but present in Thomas) it is God's will that 
acts as the principle for dividing the members. Consequently, Voetius's strategy 
with respect to God's foreknowledge of futura contingentia differs from that of 
Thomas, since he does not appeal to the Boethian concept of divine eternity, 
but, like Henry of Gent and Scotus, points to the divine will. The Jesuit dis- 
tinction between an absolute and conditional or middle knowledge, however, 
Voetius discards as being superfluous. 

Voetius devotes extensive attention to this Jesuit concept of scientia media, 
which was introduced by Molina and Fonseca and soon adopted not only by 
nearly all Jesuits, but also by Arminius and the Remonstrants. Voetius attempts 
to show that God's necessary and free knowledge together encompass the 
whole range of possible objects of knowledge, including those that depend on 
conditions. His purpose is not to challenge the existence of contingent condi- 
tional future states of affairs, nor God's knowledge of them, but to refute the 
claim that God can know them prior to the act of his will. In that such states of 
affairs are contingent, there is no basis for knowledge of them prior to God's 
decree. The adoption of a divine supercomprehensio (Molina), or a simple intu- 
ition of truth (Suárez), or even a knowledge from the events (Fonseca) can 
from Voetius's perspective not offer a sufficient cause for God's prevolitional 
knowledge of the truth of conditional future contingents (i.e., counterfactu- 
als of freedom), whose truth value his opponents assume to be determinate 
in the prevolitional “moment” If such a prevolitional foundation of knowl- 
edge did exist, the contingency of these known states of affairs would be put 
at risk so that the concept of middle knowledge would in the end, against 
the intentions of its proponents, inevitably lead to Stoic fate. This fate would 
impose "the harsh bonds of the most oppressive necessity" on God, angels, and 
people.?7? Voetius considers that the Jesuits’ attempt to penetrate into the 
depths of God's wisdom and, by eliminating the key role of the divine will 
through middle knowledge, to form a gentle compatibility between God's 
decrees, foreknowledge, and providence and human free choice is destined 


279 SD I, 331; see ch. 8.3.10, n. 239. 
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for failure. In fact, these efforts are superfluous since God, when he with his 
free will determines the link between condition and conditional in condi- 
tional future states of affairs, can already certainly know how another world 
would have looked if he had indeed created that other world. Subsequently, 
God knows postvolitionally with his free knowledge which set of future condi- 
tionals passes over to the state of absolute futurition through his free decree, 
and thus has certain and complete knowledge of the actual world. This way 
God can know with certainty both conditional and actual contingent states 
of affairs without impeding the freedom and contingency of the human will 
although, as Voetius readily admits, it is not as if the human mind now no 
longer faces any mysteries. 

In an appendix on the ideas in God, Voetius distances himself from the 
Platonic doctrine of ideas. Following the Christian tradition stretching back 
to the time of the Church Fathers, he situates the ideas “in mente divina" and 
thereby excludes an autonomous “realm of ideas.” Voetius defines the term 
“idea” as “the form that can be imitated by the agent through the intellect" He 
relates the ideas to God's practical knowledge, which means that he under- 
stands them to be connected to God's will. In that Voetius thereby roots the 
doctrine of divine ideas in a doctrine of creation where God's will is decisive, 
his doctrine of ideas too is situated in a creation-theological theory of contin- 
gency that stands in contrast to any notion of necessary emanation. 


CHAPTER 9 


God's Will 


9.1 Introduction 


Voetius never did devote a separate disputation to God's will as he had done for 
God's knowledge. Instead, scattered statement on the divine will must be col- 
lected from a variety of disputations and other writings. This does not mean, 
however, that the will is of secondary importance for his doctrine of God. In 
fact, our analysis of Voetius's view of God's knowledge already showed that the 
divine will has an important role. 

This chapter will begin by outlining several fundamental distinctions which 
Voetius recognized in God's will (chapter 9.2). This will be followed by a discus- 
sion of the relationship of God's good will to evil (chapter 9.3), and an exposi- 
tion of the will's key role as the pivotal point within Voetius's entire doctrine 
of God (chapter 9.4). The chapter will close by considering whether our theo- 
logian's heavy emphasis on the role of the divine will has deterministic impli- 
cations (chapter 9.5). 


9.2 Distinctions 


According to the structure of Voetius's doctrine of God, divine simplicitas is 
regulative for all operative attributes. Just like God "knows all knowable things 
with a most simple act of knowledge,” so he wills "all that that he wills with a 
pure, simple, and indivisible act of the will." Against the Socinians, Voetius 
maintains the traditional understanding of the divine will as having no “ear- 
lier" or “later” but consisting in a single act. 


1 SD V, 88: “In Deo enim, seu in actu volendi Dei, seu a parte actus volendi, nec prius est nec 
posterius, nec antecedens nec consequens, nec conditio nec conditionatum: sed, purus, sim- 
plex, et indivisibilis actus voluntatis, quo omnia vult, quae vult: sicuti uno simplicissimo actu 
intelligit, quae intelligibilia sunt." Cf. also sp v, 721; Syllabus, Fir; Catechisatie, 303-5; Beck 
and Dekker, “Gods kennis en wil,” 40-41, 51-54. 

2 Voetius, Syllabus, Fir: “An Dei voluntas sit unica et simplex in se; an v[ero] plures? A[ffirmatur] 
pr[ior]. N[egatur] post[erius] c[contra] Socinum.” On Socinus, cf. Van Wyk, Die versoenings- 
leer in die Rakouer Kategismus, 138-41; De Groot, “Faustus Socinus en Nederland"; above, 
ch. 7.7.1, n. 124. On the classical position, cf. Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 39, n. 54 (ed. Vat., XVII, 497; 
CF, 124): "voluntas autem divina non potest habere nisi unicam volitionem.” 
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God's will is God himself? This means that the divine will is as such the 
will of God and can only be God's will. This application of the doctrine of sim- 
plicity further implies that God's will does not depend on other things, nor 
does it have an external cause. When God wills object A, for example, this 
object does not already have to exist independently of his will. It is the will 
that constitutes that thing as its object. Similarly, object B is not the cause for 
God to will object A. 

All the same, Voetius's doctrine of God constantly witnesses the internal 
dynamic of the objects of the will in their conditional and teleological relation- 
ships. Thus the objects of the will can relate to each other as means and end, 
and be willed by God in this relationship. Here Voetius cites Thomas Aquinas: 
"God wills the one thing that is on account of another thing, but he does not 
will it on account of that other thing.”* This means that the latter is not the 
cause of God's willing the former. 

The doctrine of simplicity also does not hinder Voetius from drawing 
important distinctions within God's will. One such fundamental distinction 
is between God's necessary and deliberate self-affirmation, and his free and 
contingent will with respect to creation.5 

A further distinction allows Voetius to maintain that even God's necessary 
will is free in a certain sense, insofar as it is a deliberate affirmation concomi- 
tant (concomitans) to God's essence. Nevertheless, God's will is not absolutely 
free in his self-affirmation, since the will does not precede (antecedens) the 
object of the will as it does do with objects outside of God — but this latter 
category of objects is not willed by God's necessary will, anyways. Just like 
God understands himself necessarily, so he wills and loves himself necessarily. 


3 Voetius, Syllabus, Fir; Catechisatie, 303-4. It is a question of material identity which is com- 
patible with formal distinctions c.q. Voetius's version of the distinctio rationis ratiocinatae; cf. 
above, ch. 7.7. 

4 SD V, 87: “VIII Quaest[io]. An Deus unum velit propter aliud. N[egatur] c[um] D{istinctione]. 
Resp[ondetur] si tò propter ponatur super 70 velit aut tò velle, seu conjungatur cum «à velle 
Neg[atur]. Sin ponatur super 16 hoc, seu conjungatur cum TÔ hoc, conceditur.... Deus enim 
est ens primum, absolutum, independens; qui a nulla re extra se dependet, determinatur, 
limitatur, definitur, conditionatur. Sed res, quae objectum sunt voluntatis divinae, aliae ab 
aliis dependere, causari etc. dici possunt et solent. Potest etiam hoc modo per distinctionem 
determinari: a parte actus volendi Neg[atur]. a parte rei volitae conceditur. Et hoc est quod 
Thomas acute expressit hoc axiomate: Deus vult hoc propter hoc: sed non propter hoc vult hoc." 
Cf. Aquinas, S. TA., 1, q. 19, a. 5, in corp., and cf. sp v, 88-89 (Q. XIII). 

5 Voetius, Syllabus, Fiv-F2v; SD 1, 389; I, 341. On the distinction between voluntas necessaria 
and voluntas libera in Reformed orthodoxy, cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 453-455, and the exceed- 
ingly clear formulation in Voetius's pupil Van Rijssen, Francisci Turretini ... Compendium 
theologiae didactico-elencticae, locus 111, n. 28 (31); cf. also Heppe, Dogmatik, 73 (Reformed 
Dogmatics, 84). 
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This is also true in a Trinitarian perspective: the Father wills and loves the 
Son necessarily. 

With respect to created things, Voetius draws four distinctions in God's will. 
The first distinction is the well-known and traditional distinction between the 
“will of good pleasure" (voluntas beneplaciti) and the “will of the sign" (voluntas 
signi). Voetius traces this distinction back to Augustine and Peter Lombard, 
referring in the process also to Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus.? Together 
with Peter Lombard, Voetius sees these and other distinctions as being finally 
grounded in Scripture which, as Lombard had remarked, speaks “of the divine 
will in different ways"? The voluntas beneplaciti is God's will in the proper 
sense, namely, the will of the divine counsel.? What God wills with his volun- 
tas beneplaciti really does happen; as such, his will is always accomplished.” 
The voluntas signi by way of contrast signifies God's directives, and can be 
frustrated.!2 As opposed to the “will of good pleasure,” the “will of the sign" is 
not ontic but rather deontic and moral. The “will of the sign" is a broader cate- 
gory that includes also the “will of the command" (voluntas mandati)? 


6 Cf. sp 1, 389: "Quomodo necessitate quadam Deus seipsum intelligit, vult seipsum et 
amat, nihilominus voluntate libera non quidem antecedenter, sed concomitanter: non 
potest enim velle seipsum non cognoscere, non amare, item non potest Pater velle non 
generare aut amare filium." Voetius, Syllabus, Fer: “An quicquid Deus vult ex necessi- 
tate naturae suae velit? N[egatur]. Cf. Beck, "Basic Features," 224, and on the distinction 
between libertas voluntatis concomitans and antecedens Muller, PRRD, 111, 455. 

7 Voetius, Syllabus, Fıv; SD v, 87-88; rv, 26; Catechisatie, 304-4, 307; DTV, 82, 86. 

8 In DTV, 82 Voetius refers to Augustine, De civitate Dei, XX11, cap. 1-2, and Petrus Lombardus, 
Sententiae, 1, d. 47 (read: dist. 45, cap. 7; (ed. Quarrachi, 1, 313712). In sp v, 88 he refers to 
Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q.19, a.6 and a.i. Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, B3v— 
Bar, approvingly cites Scotus, Op. Oxon., 1, d. 46, q. un., n. 2 (ed. Wadding, v/2, 1384); cf. 
Ordinatio, 1, d. 46, q. un., n. 5 (ed. Vat., vr, 377). Even when Voetius refers to Thomas, this 
distinction operates within the Scotist model of contingency. Cf. below, ch. 9.4. 

9 Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae, 1, d. 45, cap. 5 (ed. Quarrachi, 1, 309): “Hic non est prae- 
tereundum nobis, quod sacra Scriptura de voluntate Dei variis modis loqui consuevit; 
et tamen non est Dei voluntas diversa, sed locutio diversa est de voluntate, quia nomine 
voluntatis diversa accipit." 

io In sp v, 38, Voetius refers to Isa. 46:10b, and in his Catechisatie to Matt. 11:26; Eph. 11; 
Ps. 15:3. 

11 SD V, 87: “Ix. Quaest[io]. An omnis voluntas Dei impleatur. N[egatur] cum D |istinctione]. 
Resp[ondetur]. De voluntate proprie accepta, seu beneplaciti, Aff Jesa. 46. vers. 10.” The 
siglum “N” must probably be an “A,” analogous to Syllabus, Fiv. Voetius refers to Aquinas, 
S.Th., I, q.19, a.6, even if his own position here and in the following three questions is 
closer to Scotus, Ordinatio, 1, d. 46. On Scotus, cf. Vos et al., DSDL, 166-76. 

12 In Catechisatie, 307, Voetius refers to 1 Thess. 4:3-4 and John 6:40. 

13  SDIV,26-27: "Neque enim idem sunt voluntas signi, et mandati: quia omnis mandati est 
etiam signi; sed non vice versa.” The mandatum of the voluntas mandati agrees with the 
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Voetius illustrates the relationship between the voluntas beneplaciti and the 
voluntas signi or mandati with an interesting exegesis of Genesis 22. In this 
chapter, God commands Abraham to sacrifice his son Isaac. This does not mean 
that God wills the sacrifice of Isaac in a proper sense, as can already be seen 
in that the sacrifice does not take place. The object of his voluntas mandati (i.e., 
the sacrifice of Isaac) thus contrasts with the object of his voluntas beneplaciti 
(i.e., the non-sacrifice of Isaac). All the same, the voluntas beneplaciti does not 
conflict with the voluntas mandati. For God's command to sacrifice Isaac (i.e., 
the voluntas mandati) itself falls under the voluntas beneplaciti, which coin- 
cides with the divine decree.^ The ethical consequence is that Abraham in 
his obedience to God's command rightly wills something that God does not 
will with his proper will.5 Since God by virtue of his voluntas beneplaciti in the 
end does not allow Isaac to be sacrificed, an ethical complication is avoided 
and the sixth commandment remains unviolated. Voetius uses this notewor- 
thy application of the distinction between the voluntas beneplaciti and signi 
to address the dilemma which the sixth commandment poses for God's com- 
mand to Abraham to kill Isaac, a dilemma which had been discussed exten- 
sively in medieval theology.!% The importance which this distinction has for 
Voetius contrasts remarkably with Heppe's rather problematic insistence that 
Reformed theology on the whole rejected the distinction between the voluntas 
signi and beneplaciti.” 

The second distinction is related to but not identical with the first: God's 
will can be both hidden from us (occultus) and revealed to us (revelatus). Like 
the voluntas beneplaciti, the voluntas occulta is not an ethical guideline for our 
actions, but pertains exclusively to states of affairs hidden to us. The voluntas 
revelata, in contrast, is ethically instructive for us insofar as it pertains not only 
to the divine decree as it can be discerned in the course of history, but also 
includes God's commands, promises, and warnings. From this perspective, so 


praeceptum in Aquinas, S.Th., I, q.19, a.12, in corp. the first of the five signa of the voluntas 
signi. The remaining signa are concilium, prohibitio, permissio, and operatio. 

14 SD V, 88 (Q. xir): "Quamvis autem objecta voluntatis mandati et beneplaciti inter se 
opponuntur, non tamen actus mandati et voluntatis opponuntur, sed ille isti subordina- 
tur. Deus enim voluntate beneplaciti voluit mandatum, seu mandare Abrahamo: sed non 
voluit rem Abrahamo mandatum, seu rei mandatae impletionem. Cf. Beck and Dekker, 
“Gods kennis en wil,” 39-40, 52. 

15 See sp v, 88 (Q. x1); cf. Beck and Dekker, "Gods kennis en wil” 39, 52. 

16 Cf. Hedwig, "Das Isaak-Opfer" (Thomas, Scotus, Ockham); Mandrella, Das Isaak-Opfer, 
and now Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 456—57. Cf. below, ch. 10.2, at n. 67. 

17 Heppe, Dogmatik, 76 (Reformed Dogmatics, 88); cf. Strehle, “Calvinism, Augustinianism, 
and the Will of God,’ 232. On this distinction in Reformed orthodoxy, however, cf. Muller, 
PRRD, III, 457—59. 
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Voetius argues, God's will is in many situations conditional, such as when he 
tests or changes someone.!® 

In contrast to Samuel Maresius (1599-1673) and Johann Heinrich Heidegger 
(1633-1698), Voetius in the third place welcomes the traditional distinction 
between God's voluntas antecedens and consequens, provided that it is rightly 
understood.!? For insofar as the “antecedent” will is understood as a “decla- 
ration of the divine will and from the order posited by him between the con- 
dition and the conditional thing,’ it is a useful distinction.2° An example of 
such an object of the will is the following conditional sentence: “If someone 
believes or perseveres, he will be saved." Since this conditional phrase is equiv- 
alent to the categorical, non-conditional sentence "Whoever believes or per- 
severes will be saved,” such an object of the will implies no condition for the 
divine will itself.” While the “antecedent” will is general, Voetius understands 
the “consequent” will to be clearly related to the condition and above all to the 
conditional thing itself, which makes it particular. In the conditional sentence 
above, the conditional would be God's will in respect to the faith or salvation 
of a particular person. Voetius for that reason rejects the understanding of this 
distinction that erroneously equates the voluntas antecedens with the voluntas 
beneplaciti or divine willin a proper sense.?? Such a "Pelagianizing" interpreta- 
tion of this distinction is indeed followed by the Remonstrants and Socinians, 
who relate the "antecedent" will to God's universal plan of salvation and the 
"consequent" will to the particular realization of the antecedent in depend- 
ence on the human response of faith.?? Their use of the voluntas antecedens 


18 Voetius, Syllabus, Fiv: “An voluntas Dei recte distinguatur in occultam et revelatam? 
A[ffirmatur]." Catechisatie, 307: "V[raag]. De geopenbaerde wille Godts, is die menigh- 
mael conditioneel? A[ntwoord]. Ja: het zy om de menschen te beproeven, als Abraham, 
Gen. 22 vs. 1 het zy tot haerder overtuyginge, of tot een ander eynde” In general, cf. 
Catechisatie, 305-7, with reference to Deut. 29:29; Rom. 11:34; Matt. 10:29-30; Acts 14:16, 
and Muller, PRRD, 111, 461—63. 

19 Voetius, Syllabus, Fıv, with sp v, 88 (Q. x); cf. Beck and Dekker, “Gods kennis en wil,” 
39, 52-53. Cf. Maresius, Collegium theologicum, loc. 2, n. 47 (39); Heppe, Dogmatik, 73 
(Reformed Dogmatics, 84-85); and on Reformed orthodoxy in general, cf. Muller, PRRD, 
III, 465-69. 

20 — SD V,88:"Resp[ondetur]. Si per antecedentem intelligatur declaratio voluntatis divinae, et 
ordinis ab illo positi inter conditionem et rem conditionatam. Aff[irmatur |.” 

21 SD V, 88: “e.gr. si quis credit, aut si quis preseverat, salvabitur: quod aequivalet isti enunti- 
ationi categoricae, omnis credens aut perseverans salvabitur." 

22 SD V, 88: "Sed si per antecedenten [voluntatem] intelligitur voluntas proprie dicta, seu 
beneplaciti, Neg[atur]." 

23 Cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 466—67. As an aside, Arminius uses this distinction in his own way, 
which is closer to the classical view; cf. Muller, God, Creation, and Providence, 168—68; 
Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 122—24. 
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and consequens distinctions differs widely from its application by William 
Twisse (1575-1645) and Antonius Walaeus (1573-1639), who correctly relate the 
voluntas antecedens to the means (i.e., faith) and the voluntas consequens to 
the end (i.e., salvation).?^ With this, Voetius shows his appreciation for this dis- 
tinction in its classical interpretation as found in John Chrysostom (345-407), 
John of Damascus (670-750), Thomas Aquinas, and Duns Scotus.25 

The above makes it hardly surprising that Voetius discards the common 
Molinist and Remonstrant distinction between God's absolute and conditional 
will (voluntas absoluta et conditionata), or God's efficacious and inefficacious 
will (voluntas efficax et inefficax). As he sees it, God's will is never conditional 
or inefficacious.?6 However, Voetius does eagerly adopt a fourth distinction, 
namely, the classical distinction between God's effective will (voluntas efficax) 
and divine permission (permissio). The associated, traditional doctrine of per- 
mission plays an important role for understanding Voetius's view on God's will, 
for which reason a separate section will be devoted to it. 


9.3 God's Good Will and Evil 


In his relatively late Problemata de Deo (1661 and 1669), Voetius introduces the 
distinction between God's effective will and his permission in the context of 
the question whether God ever wills something unjust, or wills that we sin. 
Voetius denies this, but with a distinction: "He does not will sin immediately, 
but he wills his free, just, and wise permission by which he permits sin.’2” 
This position allows Voetius to exclude the possibility for sin to be a direct 
object of God's will, and teaches a mere permission (permissio) with respect 
to sin. Not sin, but permission is the object of the divine will: God wills the 


24  SDV,88. 

25 SD V, 88 refers to John Chrysostom, “in Ephes. 4" (cf. Hom. 1 in Eph., n. 5 [PG 62, 13]). Cf. 
John of Damascus, De Fide Orth., lib. 2, cap. 29 (PG 94, 969); Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 19, a. 6, ad 
1; q. 23, a. 4, ad 3. Rutherford, Exercitationes apologeticae pro divina gratia, exercit. 1, cap. 4, 
n.1(363) explicitly refers to Scotus, Op. Oxon., 1, d. 46 [q. un., n. 3 (ed. Wadding, v/2, 1384)] 
for a similar appropriation of this distinction; cf. Ordinatio, 1, d. 46, q. un., n. 7 (ed. Vat., v1, 
379); Vos et al., DSDL, 168-69, 171. 

26 Voetius, Syllabus, Fıv: "An voluntas recte distinguatur in absolutam et conditionatam in 
efficacem et inefficacem? N[egatur]." Cf. DTV, 51-54; Muller, PRRD, 111, 463-65. 

27 SD V, 89: “XIV. Quaest. An Deus aliquid injustum unquam velit. Et An Deus peccata fieri 
a nobis revera velit? N[egatur] c[um] D[istinctione]. Resp[ondetur]. Non vult immediate 
peccatum, sed liberam, justam et sapientem permissionem suam, qua peccatum permit- 
tit" On the doctrine of permission in Reformed orthodoxy, see Muller, PRRD, 111, 471- 
73; Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 188-96; Bac, Perfect Will Theology, 
459-67. 
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permission of sin with a so-called “second order" or “reflexive” act of the will.?® 
It remains a mistake, however, to divide God's will into a permissive and effec- 
tive will (voluntas permissiva et effectiva). Strictly speaking, God's will itself is 
perhaps not permissive, since it can be called "permissive" only according to an 
external denomination by the object.?? 

Voetius is only consistent when he goes on to distance himself from state- 
ments made by Twisse and Maccovius that God wills sin.?? Although Voetius 
concedes that their words can be turned so as to be understood positively, 
he emphatically expresses his preference for the "clear and careful" view of 
Thomas Aquinas who states that God wills a guilt-incurring evil neither of 
itself nor accidentally?! 

The clear distinction between God's will and permission allows Voetius 
to draw the consequence that the range of the objects of God's will is more 
restricted than the range of the objects of God's knowledge that he knows 
determinately. For, as Voetius argues, "God knows sin, albeit only as the oppo- 
site of good; but he does not will sin, and also cannot sin” Thus there can be 
factual states of affairs that God indeed knows by virtue of the opposite good, 
although he does not will them. From this perspective, God's knowledge and 
will do not coincide in respect to factual states of affairs; only if we add the 
objects that fall under God's permission to the objects of his will do we reach 
the full range of factual (not: possible) objects of knowledge.3? 


28 On the distinction between acts of the will belonging to the first and second order, cf. 
Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 4-17, 289-91. 

29  SDV,89:'Sunt ex orthodoxis qui distinguant voluntatem Dei in permissivam et efficacem. 
Sed forte termini distinctionis non satis commodi sunt: et voluntas formaliter et accurate 
non dicitur permissiva, sed tantum secundum extrinsecam denominationem ab objecto." 

30 SD V, 89, where Voetius refers to Twisse, Vindiciae gratiae, a reaction to Arminius, Examen 
Perkinsiani, which, in turn, is a reaction to Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et ordine. 
On Twisse, cf. Strehle, Calvinism, Federalism, and Scholasticism, 104—1. Maccovius's name 
is mentioned in Voetius without references; cf, for instance, Maccovius, Collegia theo- 
logica, pars 1, disp. 1, n. 26, where Maccovius divides the will in voluntatem effectivam 
et permissivam and relates sin as an object to the latter (125-27). Cf. on Maccovius Van 
Asselt, “Johannes Maccovius”; Van Asselt, “The Theologian's Tool Kit"; Van Asselt, “On the 
Maccovius Affair”; Van Asselt et al., Scholastic Discourse. 

31 SD V, 89, where Voetius accurately summarizes Aquinas, S.Th., I, q. 19, a. 9, in corp., as 
"determinatio" of the magister (ie, Peter Lombard); there, Thomas writes: "Nunquam 
igitur appeteretur malum, nec per accidens, nisi bonum cui coniungitur malum, magis 
appeteretur quam bonum quod privatur per malum. Nullum autem bonum Deus magis 
vult quam suam bonitatem, vult tamen aliquod bonum magis quam aliud quoddam 
bonum. Unde malum culpae, quod privat ordinem ad bonum divinum, Deus nullo modo 
vult. Sed malum naturalis defectus, vel malum poenae vult.” 

32 SD V, 91: “Scientia cum voluntate et potentia si comparetur, latius se extendit: cognoscit 
enim [Deus] peccatum quamvis in opposito bono: sed non vult peccatum, nec potest 
peccare. Qui statuunt Deum immediate velle peccatum, hic aequalem facerent scientiam 
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Voetius's Syllabus problematum (1643) contains similar remarks on the doc- 
trine of divine permission. There he teaches that God's will does not prescribe 
evil things, but can will their permission — once again, with what can be called 
a second order act of the will.?? His remarks in this context are surely signifi- 
cant, but we will only gain a more precise understanding of Voetius's doctrine 
of permission when we consider not only the writings specifically on the doc- 
trine of God, but also pertinent statements in such works as the De termino 
vitae (1634) and Thersites heautontimorumenos (1635).?* Another important 
source is constituted by various scattered passages on providence and the 
decrees, and especially by the disputations on the doctrine of sin.?5 

The first observation that can be made is that Voetius understands divine 
permission to relate to sin only in a very particular sense. When he considers 
the question whether God could permit sin insofar as (qua) it is sin, Voetius 
gives the following answer which includes a reference to Bonaventure: 


If with [sin] one understands malice in a formal sense and if the "qua" 
denotes sin in this respect, we deny it. See the passages from Bonaventure 
on I dist. 49 [read: 46] cited above.... If, however, "sin" only denotes the 
malice itself or sin as such, we affirm it. For God does not place an imped- 
iment on the will or potency of a sinner or on the sin itself. This is [how 
we define] permission.3® 


This passage is not easy to interpret. However, considered in light of the quote 
from Bonaventure which Voetius had adduced earlier, it could be understood 


et voluntatem. Sed nos supra monuimus rectius et tutius negari volitionem peccati; et 
affirmari volitionem permissionis." Cf. on this Beck and Dekker, *Gods kennis en wil," 42, 
53-54- 

33 Syllabus, Far: “An voluntas Dei possit praecipere mala? N[egatur]. An possit velle permit- 
tere mala? A[ffirmatur]. An voluntas Dei aliquo modo concurrat ad peccatum? N[egatur] 
qua tale scil[icet]." 

34 DTV, esp. 19-24; Thersites, esp. 83-97, 212-19. Also relevant are large parts of the Proeve 
van de Cracht der Godtsalicheyt (1628), which are not specifically referred to here, how- 
ever, because their respective systematic points are taken up in the first-mentioned 
works. 

35  $D1,1059—78 (esp. 1059-60, 1076-77), 1078-118, 1118-37 (esp. 1132-36). Cf. also sp 1, 389- 
92, 401-2; V, 751-52; Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, esp. Rer-Rgr. 

36  SD1,1076—77:"1X. probl. An dici possit Deum permittere peccatum, qua peccatum? Resp. Si 
intelligatur de malitia formaliter dicta, et tò qua notet propter se, Neg. Vide Bonaventuram 
ad 1. dist. 49. supra citatum.... Sin vero tantum notet ipsam malitiam, seu peccatum in se 
consideratum Aff. Quia Deus impedimentum non ponit aut voluntati aut potentiae pec- 
cantis, seu ipsi peccato qua tali: et hoc est permittere." (Emphasis in the original.) Similarly 
Duns Scotus; cf. Vos et al., DS DL, 178-92. 
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to mean that sin cannot be permitted in the former sense, since as such it 
is only the privation of good (privatio boni). In the latter sense, however, sin 
forms a possible occasion (occasio) — not cause (causa)! — for a good willed by 
God, and in this sense God can indeed permit it.’ Ebrard seems to be thinking 
along the same lines when he interprets the passage above to mean that "the 
ethical quality of being evil considered ethically” cannot be permitted by God, 
although the “fact of the presence of evil" can be permitted.3 What speaks for 
this interpretation is that Voetius had remarked several lines earlier that the 
permission of sin, but not sin itself, is a means of divine reprobation or of the 
illustration of God's glory.?? 

Secondly, it must be noted that Voetius understands permission as God's 
non-impeding of sin, as the last sentence from the quotation above makes 
clear.^? As he writes elsewhere, permission is “not an act, but refraining from 
an act or a non-act.”*! In a letter dated 7 June 1643 and addressed to Johannes 
Szydtowski, a Polish student of Maccovius whom Hans Emil Weber once 
described as an "enfant terrible," Voetius wrote that the Jesuits' accusation that 
the Calvinists turn God into the author of sin is invalid since God's permission 
is a non-impeding of sin, a “pure negation of the act or a refraining from the 
act.? Divine permission is thus not a positive act of the will, but a renuncia- 
tion from a positive act of the will where this renunciation is in turn the result 
of a second order volition.^? 


37 The reference is to Bonaventura, Sent., 1, d. 46, q. 3 ("Utrum mala fieri sit bonum”; 
Bonaventura, Opera omnia, 1, 826). In sp 1, 1066, Voetius quotes approvingly large parts 
from the conclusio (there is no dist. 49 in the first book of the Sententiae). 

38 Ebrard, Christliche Dogmatik, 1, 341. In this rather neglected work, Ebrard deals with the 
deterministic interpretation of Reformed orthodoxy in Schweizer, Glaubenslehre, 2 vols. 
C£ Baschera, “Umstrittene Orthodoxie.” 

39 SD 1,1076: “vi. probl. An peccatum sit medium reprobationis, aut illustrationis gloriae 
divinae? Resp. Proprie aut per se Neg [atur] sed permissio peccati." 

40 See above, n. 36. 

41 SD1, 915: "Non per permissionem [Deus est author peccati diabolici], quod labentes non 
inhibuit aut sustentavit, quia permissio non est actio, sed cessatio ab actione seu non 
actio." 

42 This letter is reproduced in sp 1, 388-92, esp. 391: “De permissione quod objicitur nihil 
est: aliud enim est peccata permittere, hoc est non impedire, et aliud actu positivo ac 
directo ea praecipere: illic enim nihil aliud est quam mera negatio actus seu cessatio ab 
actu.” On Szydlowski — Voetius calls him Zydlovius — cf. Ritschl, “Geschichtliche Studien 
[2],” 15-16, and Weber, Reformation, Orthodoxie und Rationalismus, 11, 122—23, esp. 122. 

43 Ina formula: gW(g-W-p), with “g-W-p” representing a negative act of will regarding the 
negation of p, which in turn is willed by God as such (g - individual constant, which 
denotes a subject; W = will operator; p = constant for the object of will). 
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Since Voetius together with the majority of Reformed orthodox theologians 
understands God's permission as a deliberate non-impeding of evil or sin, his 
doctrine of permission stands in clear continuity with the classical doctrine 
as first formulated by Augustine and Lombard, and developed by Aquinas, 
Bonaventure, and Duns Scotus.^^ The way Voetius outlines the relationship 
between God and evil allows him to steer a middle course between the Scylla 
of an impotent God who cannot prevent evil, and the Charybdis of a divine 
omnicausality that turns God into the author of sin and evil.*° With this, 
Voetius places his feet firmly on the Reformed confessions.*6 

Thequestion canstill be raised, however, whetherVoetius'sintention remains 
compatible with the heavy accent he places on the divine will or decree. In 
order to address this issue, we are served well by the response Voetius gives in 
his Thersites to accusations launched against him by the Remonstrant Batelier. 
The latter had concluded from the key role Voetius attributes to the divine will 
in God's knowledge of the future that it in the end turns God into the author 
of sin.*? Batelier addresses specifically the following statement from Voetius: 


The truth of conditional future states of affairs is determinate, not 
because God knew them speculatively from eternity but because he 
decreed them (sed quia decrevit).^8 


In his response to this Remonstrant objection, Voetius treats three presup- 
positions clearly assumed by Batelier but which ought in fact to be rejected. 
First, he assumes that Voetius’s words “because he decreed them" indicate a 
cause and its consequent (consequens). However, this is an error because “quia” 
here only indicates a consequence (consequentia), just as in John 12:39-40a: 


44 Cf. Augustine, Enchridion, cap. 96 and 100; Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae, 1, d. 47; Aquinas, 
S.Th., 1, q. 19, a. 19; De Malo, q. 2, ad 4; Bonaventura, Sent., 1, d. 47; Scotus, Ordinatio 1, 
d. 47, and cf. Paluch, "God Permits the Evil for the Good,” as well as the precise analysis in 
Dekker, "The Theory of Divine Permission According to Scotus's Ordinatio 1 47"; Dekker, 
“Gottes zulassender Wille"; Vos et al., DSDL, 178-92; Dekker, “Gods toelatende wil.” Cf. also 
Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 4-17, 289-91. 

45 Voetius devoted a separate disputation to the question on how to respond to the accusa- 
tion that Reformed doctrine made God into the author of sin: "Methodus respondendi 
excerptis et calumniis de Deo autore peccati" (1647), in SD 1, 118-37. Cf. Voetius and 
Nethenus, De concursu determinante, R2r: "Prohibet et punit peccata sanctus Israelis, non 
efficit." 

46 Cf. Confessio Belgica, art. 13, and Rohls, Theologie reformierter Bekenntnisschriften, esp. 73. 

47 Voetius, Thersites, 21218. 

48  Thersites, 212: "Futurorum contingentium est determinata veritas, non quia Deus speculative 
scivit ea ab aeterno, sed quia decrevit." 
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“For this reason they could not believe, because (quia), as Isaiah says else- 
where: ‘He has blinded their eyes."^? This is an noteworthy passage, because 
Isaiah's words are clearly not the cause of the people's unbelief. 

Voetius refers explicitly to Melanchthon's Initia doctrinae physicae for a 
distinction between the "necessity of the consequence" (necessitas consequen- 
tiae) and the “necessity of the consequent" (necessitas consequentis).5° This 
important distinction from modal logic already was a commonplace in the 
thirteenth-century arts faculties that all theologians first had to pass through 
before embarking on the study of theology proper?! The point of this distinc- 
tion is that a strict implicative and thus necessary relationship between ante- 
cedent and consequent does not as such imply the necessity of the consequent 
itsel£5? Applied to the example above, this means that the link between the 
antecedent (i.e., Isaiah's words that God has blinded the eyes of certain peo- 
ple) and the consequent (i.e., their unbelief or inability to believe) is a neces- 
sary one. For, since Voetius holds Scripture to be infallible, Isaiah's statement 
must undoubtedly be true. However, this relationship of necessity still does 
not imply the necessity of the consequent itself (i.e. that those people are nec- 
essarily unbelievers). 

Applied to the thesis of Voetius that Batelier had attacked, this distinction 
means that that the statement “because (quia) has decreed them" indicates 
no more than a necessity of the consequence between God's decree and the 


49  Thersites, 212: "Resp[ondetur]. Quia, hic notare consequentiam tantum, non consequens 
ut Johann. 12. v. 39” Cf. also DTV, 120: "Omne antecendens positivum, aut negativum, aut 
privativum non est causa consequentis; alioquin nox praecedens esset causa sequentis 
diei, et dies sequentis noctis." 

50 Thersites, 212, where Voetius quotes from Melanchthon, Initia doctrinae physicae (1549) 
(CR 13, 207-8). There, Melanchthon marks off the necessitas consequentiae from the neces- 
sitas absoluta (= necessitas consequentis) and the necessitas physica and writes: "Tertio, 
vocatur necessitas consequentiae, cum propter praecedentes causas certo sequitur effec- 
tus, etiamsi initium, et quae sequuntur sua natura, contingentia sunt, aut cum propter 
dialecticam connexionem, certo sequitur aliquid, quod tamen sua natura contingens 
est… Tali sunt et quae decreto divino eveniunt." See Beck, “Rezeption Melanchthons,” 
339-40; cf. also Vos, “Philipp Melanchthon" The first Reformed theologian to positively 
receive this distinction, which was rejected by Luther and the early Calvin, was probably 
Peter Martyr Vermigli; cf. Donnelly, Calvinism and Scholasticism, 141-44; Baschera, “Peter 
Martyr Vermigli." 

51 On this distinction, cf. Henry, The Logic of Saint Anselm, 71-80; Knuuttila, Modalities in 
Medieval Philosophy, 99-149; Vos et al., CF, 37-38, 130-31, 132-37; Van Asselt, Bac, and Te 
Velde, “Introduction,” 35-38; Vos and Dekker, “Modalities,” 86-88. Variants of this distinc- 
tion also belong to the standard instrumentarium of modern modal logic. 

52 Ina formula: N(p > q) does not in and of itself imply Ng (N = modal necessity operator; 
> = [material] implication; p, q = propositional variable). On this logical instrumentar- 
jum, cf. Vos et al., CF, 37-38. 
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object decreed, and not a causality which makes the consequent itself (i.e., the 
object decreed) necessary. In other words, the necessity of the consequence 
(necessitas consequentiae), that is: 


It is necessary: If God decrees the determinate truth of future contingent states 
of affairs (= antecedent), then these future contingent states of 
affairs are determinately true (= consequent) 


does not imply the necessity of the consequent (necessitas consequentis), 
that is: 


It is necessary: These future contingent states of affairs are determinately true. 


For otherwise the possibility would be excluded for these states of affairs to 
be false or non-existent, which one cannot do because they are contingent.5? 
The second assumption which Batelier erroneously maintains is that Voetius 
includes also sins qua sin — that is, in their sinfulness - among the future con- 
tingent states of affairs or events decreed by God. However, this is false since 
sins as such, regardless of whether they be necessary or contingent, are not 
things, but “only a blemish, a disorder, a defect of the thing.”** Voetius sounds 
his warning against a new Manichaeism or Flacianism that raises sin to the 
status of a substance, a thing, or a natural act.55 As Voetius explains elsewhere, 
original sin is neither a substance nor a quality in humankind, but only an 
accidental evil disposition or moral corruption that is added to the human 
nature.6 Just like evil, in following Augustine, “has no nature of its own, but is 


53 A more precise interpretation of this thesis by Voetius would also have to take into 
account the Scotist "theory of the neutral proposition," which is presupposed here; see on 
this, however, above, ch. 8.2, at n. 36, and the literature mentioned there. 

54 Thersites, 212-13: "Secundo, praesupponit per contingentes, futuras, et eventus a Deo 
decretos intelligi a nobis peccata qua peccata. Sed fallitur. Neque enim peccatum est 
res sive necessaria sive contingens, sed tantum vitium, inordinatio, et defectus rei." 
Among others, Voetius refers to Aquinas, De malo, q. 1, a. 1; Contra gentiles, c. 7-10; S.Th., 
I, q. 48, a. 1. 

55 Voetius, Thersites, 213. However, Voetius admits to the possibility that the Gnesiolutheran 
Matthias Flacius was misunderstood in this regard. On Flacius, cf. Kropatscheck, “Das 
Problem theologischer Anthropologie." Cf. above, ch. 5.3.3, n. 131; ch. 6.3, n. 43. 

56 SD I, 1083-84: “Decimaquarta, Peccatum originale non esse hominis substantiam, nec 
qualitates, ... sed affectionem malam seu malignam naturae dispositionem, ac moralem 
corruptionem, seu permanentem deordinationem, quae per accidens supervenit." 
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called a loss of g00d,”?” so also sin as a guilt-incurring evil is a privative being.58 
Just like evil, sin as such has no positive cause in a proper sense.59 

Batelier's third presupposition is likewise illustrative for Voetius's doctrine 
of sin. The Remonstrant assumes that Voetius considers God to will and decree 
sin directly, but this too is false.9? Instead, one must distinguish between three 
aspects of sin, namely, (1) the “act that functions as the substratum to sin" 
(actus substratus), (2) the “lawlessness” (&vouía) or ethical deficiency of the act, 
and (3) the “ordinability of this lawlessness or this act."6! 

This distinction is important for a proper understanding of the way Voetius 
conceives of the relationship between God and sin, and can be found repeat- 
edly throughout his corpus.® It is intended to illustrate that sin in a broader 
sense or, as Voetius writes elsewhere, as a conglomerate of various aspects, 
does include aspects that are willed by God, but sin as such — i.e., considered 
abstractly — is in no way willed by God directly but only permitted by him. The 
second aspect expresses sin in a proper sense. The first aspect formed by the 
actas substratum to sin, in contrast, considered in terms of its nature and ontic 
quality is good and as such it is the object of God's will. If it is correctly under- 
stood, also the third aspect is willed by God insofar as he can even produce 
something good out of something evil. However, it is important to remember 
that evil as such does not serve a good end, and that it is only against its nature 


57  $D1,1059 with Augustine, De civitate Dei, 11, cap. 9 (PL 41, 325): “Mali natura nulla est, sed 
amissio boni mali nomen accepit"; likewise sp 1, 1079. 

58 SD 1,1080: "Privatio, seu malum est vel culpae, vel poenae. Malum culpae est peccatum." 

59 SD 1,1080: "Tertia, peccatum non habere causam positivam, qua talem, directe et per se 
efficientem, et proprie dictam, sed potius deficientem, seu per accidens efficientem." Cf. 
SD I, 1059. 

60  Thersites, 213: "Tertio praesupponit Deum directe velle, et decernere peccatum ex mea 
sententia." 

61 Thersites, 213: "Circa peccatum sunt tria consideranda; actus peccato substratus, ipsa 
dvouta actus, et ordinabilitas istius dvoyiag, seu actus quamvis vitiosi in aliquod bonum 
non quidem ex se et natura sua (quia mali qua tale nullus est finis, nullus effectus bonus) 
sed per accidens sapientiae, bonitatis, et potestatis divinae, qui praeter et contra naturam 
peccati, et intentionem peccatoris malum potest convertere in bonum, hoc est, occasione 
illius bonum aliquod producere." 

62 DTV, 122-23; SD 1, 1059-60, 1132-34. On this, cf. now also Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy 
and Philosophy, 188—92. However, due to Voetius's association of permission with the sec- 
ond aspect, Goudriaan ascribes to him a restricted doctrine of permission. Thus, it seems 
that Goudriaan fails to appreciate that even in this regard Voetius does not deviate from 
the classical doctrine of permission of thinkers like Thomas, Bonaventure, or Scotus. 
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that evil can be the occasion of something good for God, who brings his divine 
wisdom, goodness, and authority to bear accidentally.53 

Voetius again uses an example to illustrate what he means: “the suffering of 
the innocent Christ for the life of the world.”6* God wills the underlying event 
in its natural quality, and he wills its ordination for the salvation of humanity 
and for the glory of his mercy, justice, wisdom, and power or authority.© All 
the same, the suffering of the innocent man cannot occur without sin on the 
part of those who crucify him. Therefore, "God decreed to permit these sins 
not originally and directly, but consequently (consequenter), where his will 
revolves immediately around permission but not around the sin."66 

Atthis point, Voetius treats three anticipated objections from his opponents. 
The first objection asks whether Voetius, as long as he holds to the doctrine 
of the decrees, keeps God from the authorship of evil in word alone. Does a 
permissive decree in the end not entail the same efficacy as an effective decree 
if sin has a determinate truth value in the future on the basis of this decree?67 
Voetius unhesitatingly answers: 


There is no effective permission, since permission is refraining from an 
act and the suspension of an impediment.® 


Divine permission thus neither is a positive act of the will, nor does it effect 
anything. God's will is effective only with respect to permission, that is, in the 
sense of a second order act of the will. However, God does not will the sin; he 


63 _ Thersites, 213: "Actum naturalem qua talem, et ordinabilitatem in bonum Deus directe 
vult et decernit; Vitium non vult sed permissionem vitii, et quidem consequenter" Cf. 
above, n. 61, and cf. DTV, 123, where Voetius refers to Augustine, Enchridion, cap 100-101, 
and De praed. sanctor., cap 16. 

64  Thersites, 213: "Totum ergo illud complexum rei seu eventus alicujus exemp. gr. innocentis 
Christi passionem pro mundi vita vult et decernit Deus directe, quod ad actus et media 
naturalia et quod ad ordinabilitatem.” 

65 See above, n. 64. 

66  Thersites, 213: “sed quia innocens non potest crucifigi absque peccato crucifigentium, 
decrevit Deus non primo aut directe sed consequenter permittere illud peccatum volun- 
tate ejus immediate versus circa permissionem non vero circa peccatum." In Thersites, 
214, Voetius approvingly cites Arminius, Disputationes privatae, th. 17, n. 2 (356): "Novit 
Deus omnia ... per suam ipsius essentiam et solam; exceptis malis, quae indirecte novit 
per opposita bona; sicut mediante habitu cognoscitur privatio." 

67  Thersites, 214: “Instant[ia]. 1. Atqui statuitis decretum premissivum ejusdem efficaciae esse 
cum decreto effectivo, nec enim decretum permissivum tibi otiosum est, sed ita efficax, ut quia 
decretum sit factum ideo peccatum quoque in futurum determinatam habeat veritatem." 

68  Thersites, 214: "Resp. Permissio efficax nulla est, quia est cessatio ab actu et impedimenti 
suspensio." 
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does not intend it and decrees nothing with respect to sin, but only intends the 
permission of sin. There is a determination of truth only with respect to what 
accompanies sin, not the sin itself except accidentally and consequently.5? 

The second anticipated objection pertains to Calvin. Did he not maintain 
that God is the author of all those things that his critics attribute to God's "idle 
permission" (otiosa permissio) alone?7? Voetius defends Calvin by pointing out 
that he in that context only reported that Scripture speaks of God as the author 
of sin — but, so Voetius adds significantly, “no doubt in the sense as I explained 
above.” Scripture means that God wills sin only with respect to its ordinability 
to the good. Yet this aspect of sin does not belong to the essence of sin, but 
must be traced back to God's efficacy."! 

The third objection pertains to Luther, for whom “all things are absolute 
and necessary,’ since divine predestination is accompanied by a necessity 
which destroys freedom and contingency”? Voetius's response is somewhat 
surprising: 


Although I will not censure Luther, Calvin, and other doctors as their 
thankless students do, I am still not bound to embrace all they ever said 
as the common teaching of our churches.” 


69 Thersites, 214: “Ubi non est efficientia, ibi non est efficacia... Res illa, cui peccatum 
cohaeret proprie et directe habet determinatem veritatem, peccatum non nisi conse- 
quenter et quidem per accidens: Deus enim per se illud non intendit, nec aliquem ad 
illud destinat, sed consequenter intendit permittere." 

70  Thersites, 214, with reference to Calvin, Institutio (1559), 1, 18, 3 (CR 30, 170), where Calvin 
refers to Ps. 115:3; Isa. 45:5 and Amos 3:6. 

71  Thersites, 214: "Calvinus dicit a scriptura Deum vocari authorem, et quidem eo sensu 
quem supra exposui: si cum scriptura sentit et loquitur, cur vapulat? Respectu ordina- 
bilitatis, seu peccatum qua ordinabile et ordinatum ad bonum aliquod, est a Dei efficaci 
operatione; ad bonum scil. Illustrationis gloriae divinae, ad bonum justitiae, ad bonum 
misericoriae: Non est tamen bonum illud ad quod ordinatur, de essentia peccati, nec 
mutat intrinsece naturam peccati, nec inde aliquid accedit aut decedit." 

72  Thersites, 214, without reference; cf., however, WA 43, 5-6 (Lecture on Genesis 1534-1545, on 
Gen. 26:9): "Scripsi autem inter reliquia, esse omnia absoluta et necessaria." Cf. also WA 7, 
146, 7-8 (Assertio) and Studienausgabe (StA) 3, 267, 12-14 - WA 18, 699 (De servo arbitrio), 
where Luther stands up for a thesis ascribed to the Augustinian John Wyclif, according to 
which "everything comes to pass by absolute necessity" (“Omnia de necessitate absoluta 
eveniunt"; DH [= DS] 1177). This thesis had been condemned by the Council of Constance 
(1415-1418). 

73  Thersites, 215: "Quamvis Lutherum, Calvinum, aliosque doctores non proscindam cum 
ingratis discipulis, non teneor tamen quaevis dicta eorum pro communi Ecclesiarum nos- 
trarum doctrina amplecti." For a detailed discussion, see Beck, "Expositio reverentialis,” 
126-28. 
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Voetius thus refuses to be made dependent on any and every statement from 
the Reformers that may be construed deterministically. However, when he goes 
on to twist the quotation from Luther such that it still renders a positive sense 
by proposing that the German Reformer meant relative necessity (necessitas 
secundum quid) or the necessity of the consequence (necessitas consequentiae) 
alone, he clearly follows the traditional exponere reverenter method." 

As Voetius insists, the necessitas consequentiae is as such compatible with 
the freedom and contingency of the consequent, and does not imply a cau- 
sality in the proper sense of the term. In that it precedes sin, God's infallible 
foreknowledge does indeed establish a necessity of the consequence, but this 
in no way makes it the “cause of the sin that follows.” Similarly, the “decree of 
permission" preceding sin is in no way the cause of sin.” Voetius quotes from 
Arminius to support his position: 


The very decree according to which the Lord administers providence and 
its acts does not introduce a necessity to future things. For itis an internal 
act of God, and establishes nothing in the thing itself." 


By way of summary, we can say that Voetius does not exclude God's authorship 
of evil in words alone, but is clearly more “positive” than Luther and Calvin in 
his reception of the classical doctrine of permission. He defines permission 
carefully as God's non-impeding of evil, that is, as the absence of a positive act 
of the will. This non-impeding does not come as the result of an impotence 
on the part of God, however, but it is willed by God with a second order act of 


74 Thersites, 215: "Necessitas tamen eventibus humanis et contingentibus tribuitur, non 
absolute in se seu intrinsece, sed secundum quid per externam quandam relationem ad 
aliud, et ex hypothesi, sic ut in se et intrinseca natura sua nihilominus maneat contingens 
ac libera.... Necessitatem consequentiae hic intelligimus." Luther, however, rejects the dis- 
tinction between a necessitas consequentiae and consequentis in his De servo arbitrio as a 
useless play of words, and emphasizes that all things come to pass by necessity (StA 3, 191, 
3—5 = WA 18, 615; StA 3,192, 8-18 = WA 18, 617; StA 3, 290, 31-32 = WA 18, 722 et al.). True, the 
soteriological context should be taken into account; cf. on this Reinhuber, Kümpfender 
Glaube, 119-24. On the medieval notion of authority and the related use of exponere reve- 
renter cf. De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 87—96, 103, 152, 156; Vos, The Philosophy of 
John Duns Scotus, 4-6, 528-39; Beck, "Expositio reverentialis,” 133. 

75 Thersites, 216—17: "Breviter si praescientia Dei infallibilis praecedens peccatum hominis 
ponit necessitatem consequentiae, ... et tamen praecedens scientia illa non est causa 
sequentis peccati; ergo nec decretum permittendi” Cf. the elaborate argument in Drv, 
120-22, stating that an antecedent is not necessarily the cause of the consequent. 

76  Thersites, 217 (literal quote from Arminius, Disputationes privatae, th. 28 [not 29], n. 15 
(373): “Ipsum decretum secundum quod providentiam ejusque actus administrat dominus, 
necessitatem rebus futuris non infert: cum enim actus Dei internus sit, in re ipsa nihil ponit? 
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the will. There is thus no “idle permission" (permissio otiosa) in God. Since God 
wills the permission of evil rather than evil itself, a necessitas consequentiae is 
established between God's permission of evil and the factuality of evil, but this 
does not make evil necessary or caused. Evil in its evilness or sin in its sinful- 
ness cannot be traced back to God in any way, even if the physical precondi- 
tions for sin of course depend on God's providence and even though God in his 
wisdom still achieves his end in spite of the fact that sin as such has no end.7? 


9.4 Divine Free Will as the Pivotal Point in the Doctrine of God 


Within the structure of Voetius's doctrine of God, the divine will plays a 
key role. It has a decisive function, and is the pivotal point for his doctrine 
of God. This already became evident when we examined Voetius's view 
on God's knowledge (chapter 8). The will there functions as the point of 
division between God's necessary knowledge (scientia necessaria), which 
structurally-logically precedes the act of the will, and his free knowledge (sci- 
entia libera), which structurally follows the will. The same is true for the dis- 
tinction Voetius maintained between the knowledge of simple intelligence 
(scientia simplicis intelligentiae) and his knowledge of vision (scientia visionis), 
a division taken over from Thomas Aquinas terminologically, but understood 
materially in a Scotist sense. Similarly, for the distinction between indefinite 
and definite knowledge (scientia indefinita — definita), the divine will is highly 
significant in that it determines the truth value of an otherwise neutral prop- 
osition. Finally, God's practical knowledge (scientia practica) is distinguished 
from his speculative knowledge (scientia speculativa) in that it is connected to 
the will."? Consequently, in addressing the question concerning the degree to 
which God's infallible foreknowledge is compatible with the contingency of 
future objects of knowledge, Voetius did not point to the presence of all states 
of affairs before God's eternity understood in a Boethian sense, but instead 


77 In this sense, sin could be described with Barth, Church Dogmatics, 1v /1, 68-69 (KD 1v], 
48-49), as a contingent "incident" without downplaying its severity. Voetius’s nuanced 
doctrine of permission contrasts strongly with the account of the Reformed-orthodox 
doctrine of permission found in Schweizer, Glaubenslehre, 368-86, according to which 
God in the end is also the author of evil, albeit not in the same way as he is the author of 
the good. As Willem van Asselt recently demonstrated, such an interpretation would not 
do justice to Maccovius either; see Van Asselt, “Johannes Maccovius"; Van Asselt, "The 
Theologian's Tool Kit"; Van Asselt, “On the Maccovius Affair”; cf. also above, n. 30. For an 
early critical assessment of Schweizer's interpretation, cf. Ebrard, Christliche Dogmatik, 1, 
339-48. 

78 | See above, ch. 8.2. 
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turned to the key role of the free divine decree on whose basis God knows the 
contingent future.7? 

Briefly stated, God's knowledge of factual reality is posterior to the act of his 
will. From the whole range of possible states of affairs that God knows neces- 
sarily, his will contingently selects a consistent subset — or, by way of extrap- 
olation: a possible world — , and bestows actual being on it. That actualized 
subset — or: the actual world — is contingent; it also could be not-actualized. 
The "synchronic" possibility that it be not-actualized is compatible with its 
actual existence. Since God knows his free and contingent decree of the will, 
he knows the actual subset in its actual existence, and he does so freely and 
contingently.80 

God’s will has a key role also in relation to his power or potency. The poten- 
tia Dei in its relationship to the divine will is nothing other than “the cause 
which externally and in time executes and operates according to the eternal 
and internal decree of the will,” with the will functioning as the “preparatory 
and immanent cause."9! 


79 Cf. sD V, 587: "Haec est ergo sententia, haec intentio nostra, ut certitudo scientia visionis, 
seu praescientiae definitae futurorum contingentium quaeratur et statuatur primo in Dei 
voluntate seu ejus decreto, tanquam in propria radice ejus (ita loquar); non vera extra 
illud, e[xemplum] gr[atiae] in ipsa determinata veritate futurorum contingentium, aut 
in rerum omnium praesentialitate in Deo, seu in earum existentia in aeternitate, aut in 
ideis aut in causis moraliter necessitantibus, aut in essentia divina tanquam in medio, aut 
in decreto concomitante, aut in causa libera super-comprehensa, aut per excellentiam et 
infinitatem divinae scientiae, aut per simplicem intuitum veritatis seu intuitive in seip- 
sis" Cf. DTV, 43-44, and above, ch. 8.2, n. 60 (reference to William Twisse). 

80 Although, in this way, Voetius's thought can — roughly — be translated into modern 
modal-ontological language, it should be noted that presupposing the concept of “possi- 
ble worlds" as defined in modern possible world semantics would result in an anachronis- 
tic reading of Voetius's work. For instance, when Voetius in sD v, 119-23 (cf. also v, 123-36) 
discusses the question, "An per absolutum Dei potentiam, plures mundi produci possint," 
he is not concerned with maximal and consistent sets of possible states of affairs, but 
rather with a concrete world as in the Ptolemaic system. Nevertheless, already for him, 
"possible worlds" function as synchronic alternatives to the actual world which can be 
actualized by God; cf., for instance, sD 1, 293-95, cited above in ch. 8.3.8, n. 156; cf. also the 
literature on *possible worlds" in the seventeenth century mentioned there. 

81 Voetius, SD V, 91: “XVI. Quaest. Utrum voluntas Dei sit causa rerum? Al ffirmatur| cum 
Dlistinctione]. Resp[ondetur]. Praeposita aliqua distinctione inter voluntatem et poten- 
tiam Dei, sub distinctione respondemus, voluntatem esse causam praeparantem et 
immanentem: potentiam esse causam externe et in tempore secundum aeternum et 
internum voluntatis decretum exequentem atque operantem." Here, Voetius bases him- 
self on Eph. 1:11.19. Cf. Beck and Dekker, “Gods kennis en wil,” 41, 54, and below, ch. 11.2. 
Similarly Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 39, n. 45, 53 (ed. Vat., XVII, 493, 496-97; CF, 108-9, 124-25). 


GOD'S WILL 377 


As we saw, related to the key place held by God's will is Voetius's convic- 
tion that the concept of middle knowledge is obsolete. God knows conditional 
future states of affairs as neutral possibilities with his natural knowledge, and 
with his free knowledge he knows them in their truth as determined by his 
will. The certainty of divine knowledge with respect to these states of affairs 
is neither grounded in God's supercomprehensio of the free choice of creatures 
(as it was for Molina), nor in a prevolitionally determined truth of the known 
proposition (as it was for Suárez). Instead, it is once more God's will that 
proves decisive. In contrast to Arminius, who adopted Molina's scientia media, 
Voetius does not take his point of departure in the primacy of the divine intel- 
lect, which primacy would impede the freedom of the will to will no world or 
to will something other than the actual world.8? In this context, Voetius's con- 
cern that middle knowledge in the end reverts to Stoic fatalism is significant.53 

Voetius considers God's will to be unambiguously free in respect to sec- 
ondary objects: God has free choice (liberum arbitrium), and he does not will 
what he wills on the basis of the necessity of his nature.+ God's will is eternal, 
infinite, and as such the cause of secondary objects — both contingent objects 
that go back to the will of creatures, as well as “necessary” objects that in them- 
selves are contingent, although we describe them as "necessary" since they rest 
on natural causes and follow from the laws of nature.85 

Does this mean that God's decrees are temporally mutable? This, at least in 
Voetius's mind, is where the position of the prominent Remonstrant theologian 
Conrad Vorstius ends up. Vorstius considers the decrees to be either accidents 


82 Cf. above, ch. 8.3 (esp. 8.3.4, 8.3.8 and 8.3.9), and on Arminius’s ambivalent position 
Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 107—9. Cf. also the observation in Sparn, "Subjekte von Freiheit,” 
174: "In der Tat lehnen die calvinistischen Dogmatiker den molinistischen Begriff und die 
damit verbundenen Annahmen ab, und zwar umso schárfer, je entschiedener sie gegen 
die arminianische Ermäßigung des theologischen Voluntarismus, d. h. für die supralapsa- 
rische Fassung des doppelten Prádestinationsdekrets auftreten, wie William Ames oder 
Gisbert Voet." 

83 . CÉSD1,331-36 and above, ch. 8.3.10. Cf., however, the attempts for a theologically fruitful 
interpretation of the Molinist scientia media by Craig, Divine Foreknowledge and Human 
Freedom; Dekker, "Does Duns Scotus Need Molina?"; Dekker, Middle Knowledge. 

84 Voetius, Syllabus, Far: “An Deus habeat liberum arbitrium? A[ffirmatur]. An quicquid 
Deus vult ex necessitate naturae suae velit? N[egatur].” 

85 Syllabus, Fav: “An [velle Dei] sit prima regula et ratio contingentium? A[ffirmatur]. An 
idem sit prima regula et ratio necessarium? A[ffirmatur]. An voluntas Dei sit aeterna? 
A[ffirmatur]. An possit dici infinita? A [ffirmatur]." For further explanation, cf. DTV, 105-8, 
and below, ch. 12.3. 
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of God's essence, or else subject to the necessity of this essence. In his desire to 
avoid the latter, Vorstius chose to define the decrees temporally-accidentally.3® 

For Voetius, neither alternative is a fitting option. Because of God's sim- 
plicity, the divine essence cannot have accidents subjected to time; God's will 
and willing is God himself?" When properly understood, however, this cir- 
cumstance represents no impediment to the freedom of the divine decrees. 
Confident of his victory, Voetius presents a solution to Vorstius's dilemma: 
rather than introducing temporality into God's essence, so he writes, one 
must distinguish between three structural moments or moments of nature 
(momenta seu instantia rationis, aut naturae) in respect to the divine decree. 
In the first structural moment, God according to our understanding stands in 
a necessary relationship to himself as its primary object. In the second struc- 
tural moment, God is without any change or real addition to his essence freely 
related to the creatures he understands, wills, and determines immediately 
through his essence. Finally, the third structural moment concerns a relation- 
ship of reason (respectus rationis) flowing out of the above and resting on both 
the free determination of the decree as well as the futurition or existence of 
the creature.88 Although it is necessary that God decrees something in relation 
to each possible state of affairs (ie, he does or does not actualize it), God's 
decree is in every case free and freely related to each state of affairs.9? 


86  Vorstius, Tractatus Theologicus de Deo, 208-10, esp. 208: "Si enim quidquid in DEO est, 
Deus est, non potest quidquam apud animum suum Deus libere, h. e. contingenter sive 
indifferenter decernere: proinde nec libere aut contingenter quidquam potest operari. 
Nam in essentia DEI nulla est mutabilitas, aut contingentia, Si igitur omnis actio divinae 
voluntatis est ipsa DEI essentia, consequitur omnino, Deum, quidquid vult, ex naturae 
necessitate velle.... Et proinde totidem in Deo accidentia sunt, quod decreta de rebus foris 
efficiendis.” Cf. sp 1, 245[= 235]-245. 

87 Voetius, Syllabus, Fir: “An voluntas et velle sit ipse Deus? A[ffirmatur].” Cf. on this the 
discussion in SD 1, 249[- 239]-241. On the doctrine of simplicitas, cf. above, ch. 7.7.1-2. 

88 sD I, 240-4x: "Tertius fons solutionum est, Decretum potest a nobis concipi secundum 
tria momenta seu instantia rationis, aut naturae, non vero temporis seu durationis, quia 
decretum est Deo coaeternum, In primo concipimus essentiam divinam per modum 
actus vitalis significatam, quatenus necessario terminatur ad Deum tanquam objectum 
primarium, et adhuc indifferens est ad creaturas. In secundo concipimus eandem, qua- 
tenus libere terminatur ad creaturas producendas aut gubernandas, sine ulla sui muta- 
tione, vel reali additione... Tantummodo accedit externa quaedam denominatio et 
respectus rationis, quo essentia Dei per modum intelligentis, amantis, decernentis refer- 
tur ad rem intellectam amatam et decretam. In tertio ergo instanti concipimus decretum 
quatenus hinc resultat respectus rationis, qui ex parte Dei fundatur in ipso decreto jam 
libere terminato; et ex parte creaturae in ipsa futuritione seu existentia illius." 

89 SD 1, 240: “Est ex[emplum] gr[atiae] necessarium, ut Deus quid decernat de istius pos- 
sibilis aut hominis, aut canis, aut arboris existentia et actione tali aut tali: sed liberum 
est, ut decernat in istam aut istam contradictionis partem; ut scil[icet] sit aut non sit” As 
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Thus, instead of introducing temporal change or “accidentality” into God's 
essence and decree, Voetius makes use of a typically Scotist tool that distin- 
guishes between various stages or moments of nature, which also could be 
called structural moments.?? This allows him to posit a dynamic in the doc- 
trine of God that nevertheless remains compatible with divine simplicity, and 
it in turn creates room for the freedom and contingency of God's will and his 
acts or decrees.?! In their relationship to the secondary objects, God's will can 
so to speak externally be described as “free” and “non-necessary” or, to use the 
terminology of modern modal logic, “contingent.’% 

Although Voetius unambiguously teaches the freedom and non-necessity of 
God's will and knowledge in their relationship to the secondary object, he con- 
sistently limits his application of the term "contingent" to the created sphere 
alone. His intention is clearly to avoid any connotation of a temporal or dia- 
chronic mutability and fallibility in God, as this was indeed implied by the tradi- 
tional notion of contingency since the time of Aristotle.9? The fact that he even 
then ascribes freedom, understood as a modal-ontological *non-necessity" and 


regards the first aspect, the relationship between the decree and secondary objects has 
to be understood as "necessary in the composite or conjunct sense" (necessaria compo- 
site seu conjunctim), while it has to be understood as "plainly free, namely in the divided 
sense" (simpliciter libera; divisim scil[icet]) when it comes to the second aspect, ibid. On 
this distinction, cf. the explanation further below, as well as ch. 12.2. 

go Cf. Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 84-85, where Hoenen characterizes “the distinction of 
conceptual stages (signa naturae, signa originis, instantia naturae, instantia originis)" as 
one of four controversial "aspects of Scotus's position" which were intensely debated in 
the fourteenth century. In this context, Hoenen correctly observes: "Its use was typical of 
Scotus and of Scotists generally" (ibid., 84). On the rationale behind the thesis “that the 
formal distinction and the theory of stages were seen as typical of Scotus by his contem- 
poraries,' see also Hoenen, "Scotus and the Scotist School,” 198-202, esp. 201, and cf. Vos, 
The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 237-49. 

91 Contrary to some assertions, Duns Scotus too seeks to safeguard the simplicitas of God; 
cf. Fah, “Die Einfachheit Gottes"; Cross, Duns Scotus on God, 99-114; Vos, The Philosophy 
of John Duns Scotus, 249-61. When Loonstra, “De leer van God en Christus in de Nadere 
Reformatie,” 13, writes that theologians like Voetius were unable to clarify how God's 
decree can be free despite its identification (“vereenzelviging”) with God's being, he does 
not sufficiently take into account that it is by no means a matter of formal identification; 
cf. above, ch. 7.7.2. 

92  Seenn.88and89. 

93 Cf. DTV, 103-4: "Contingentia definit Philosophus [i.e., Aristoteles], quod, cum sit, possit 
non esse. Plenius ex Scholasticis Naclantus in opere resoluto cap. de origine contingen- 
tia. Contingentia est entitas positiva modalis, per quam vis causae illativa effectus, habet 
modificare, et proxime fallibilitatem in causando sortiri? Cf. Aristotle, De int. 12, 21a38, and 
Naclantus, Opus doctum ac resolutum, in quattuor tractatus, seu qaestiones dissectum, "De 
origine contingentiae,” 143-56, esp. 144. In this context, the Dominican bishop Jacopo 
Nacchianti (1500-1569) positively refers to Duns Scotus. Cf. also sp 1, 576 £; DTV, 112. 
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"contingency," to divine activity including God's will is made remarkably clear 
in the eighth part of the Problemata de Deo. Here Voetius treats a question he 
had already posed in his Syllabus problematum: 


Can God do what he does not do, or refrain from doing what he does?9^ 


Voetius answers in the affirmative, but with a distinction between the com- 
pound sense (sensus compositus) and the divided sense (sensus divisus). If the 
question is understood in the divided sense, the answer is “yes”; in the com- 
pound sense, the answer is “no.” But how are we to understand this? 

The distinction Voetius applies here is a syntactic instrument of scholastic 
method. As he remarks elsewhere, this instrument is *most useful for theolog- 
ical disputations” and was explained and consistently used by the “Thomists,” 
among whom Voetius names the Spanish Dominican Diego Álvarez (ca. 1550- 
1635).96 A quick look at Álvarez reveals that he understands the distinction in 
a Scotist rather than Aristotelian sense, where the latter applies the divided 
sense to different temporal moments.?” This observation allows us to recon- 
struct Voetius's answer to the above question very precisely. Take the sentence 


94 SDV, 15: “IL. Quaest. An Deus possit facere, quae non facit, vel praemittere quae facit?" Cf. 
Syllabus, Giv. 

95  SDV;u5:'"A[ffirmatur] cum D[istinctione]. Resp[ondetur]. In sensu composito. Neg[atur ]. 
In sensu diviso, Aff[irmatur]. Vel, de potentia effectus, Neg[atur]. de potentia causae. 
Affirmatur" Cf. Syllabus, Giv, where the explanation is missing, however, and cf. more 
generally the remarks in Beck, "Basic Features,” 215-17, and the summary in Muller, PRRD, 
I1, 448. 

96 SD 11,396: "Sexta reg[ula] ab utraque distingui debet, distinctio sensus compositi et divisi 
cujus eximius usus in disputationibus theologicis; et de quo alibi agendum: imprimis 
cum nullam habeat cum hac materia affinitatem. Explicant, hanc distinctionem, ejusque 
usum ostendunt passim Thomistae, in controversia de concordia gratiae et liberi arbitrii, 
inter quos nominandus Alvarez de auxiliis divinae gratiae lib. 2. cap. n. ubi eam vindicat a 
detorsione adversariorum" Cf. also sp 1, 338, 393-94; 11, 396, 449; IV, 3; DTV, 44, 101, 102-3; 
Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Q3r-G3v; Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. 
Phil.-Theol., Aar-v, Brv, with Beck, “The Will as Master of Its Own Act,’ esp. 154-57. 

97 Álvarez, Operis de auxiliis summa, 11, c. u, nn. 1-6 (234—41). See esp. n. 4 (238-39): "Sicut 
enim dicimus: Album potest esse nigrum; in sensu composito non significamus, quod 
albedo sit aut esse possit seorsum in aliquo subiecto; vel nigredo sit aut esse possit in 
aliquo subiecto; sed sensus est, quod albedo et nigredo simul sint compossibiles in eodem 
subiecto: et propterea propositio illa in sensu composito est falsa, quia impossibile est, 
quod aliquid simul sit album et nigrum." Cf. also n. 6, 240-41: “Ex quo apparet, Concilium 
Tridentinum esse intelligendum in sensu diviso, cum definit, liberum hominis arbitrium 
a Deo motum, et excitatum posse dissentire, si velit: nam sensus compositus illius pro- 
positionis est, haec duo simul esse compossibilia: Motio Dei efficax ad consentiendum 
est in libero hominis arbitrio, et nihil|ominus] dissentiri; qui sensus est falsus. Unde non 
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God, who does not do p, can do p. 


as an example. If the proposition expressed in the question is read in the com- 


pound sense, it yields: 


Itis possible that God does not do p and "simultaneously" does p.98 


This is called the “compound sense" because the modal operator (“possible”) 


pertains to everything that follows it. However, that part of the sentence con- 


tains a contradiction, which means that the proposition is false in the com- 


pound sense. The divided sense, in contrast, yields: 


98 


God does not do p, and "simultaneously" it is possible that he does p. 


potuit esse a Concilio intentus: sensus autem divisus illius definitionis est, quod liberum 
arbitrium, etiam pro instanti, quo movetur a Deo efficaciter ad consensum, retinet veram 
facultatem et potentiam, qua potest dissentire si velit, quod sufficit ad libertatem, quam 
adversus Lutheranos intendebat statuere Concilium; nam libertas consistit in facultate 
ad utrumlibet oppositorum, nimirum ad velle, et nolle divisive, non autem ad velle, et 
nolle simul habenda; nam id est impossibile" Note especially “etiam pro instanti, quo 
movetur" (to be interpreted sychronically; the emphasis is mine). On the Council of Trent, 
cf. DH (= DS) 1554 (7 can. 4), and on Álvarez more generally Genest, Prédétermination et 
liberté créée, 160—61, 168—70. On the distinction in Scotus and its antecedents, cf. Vos et al., 
CF, 18-23, 126-29; Knuuttila, Modalities in Medieval Philosophy, 18-22, 139-49; Vos, The 
Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 224—32. In addition, cf. Goclenius, Lexicon philosophicum, 
556. Aquinas also still adheres to the traditional interpretation of the divided sense and 
holds to the necessity of the present; cf. De veritate, q. 2, a. 12, ad 4: “omne scitum a Deo 
est necesse; haec est duplex: quia potest esse vel de dicto vel de re. Si sit de dicto, tunc est 
composita et vera, et est sensus: hoc dictum: omne scitum a Deo esse, est necessarium, 
quia non potest esse quod Deus aliquid sciat esse et id non sit. Si sit de re, sic est divisa 
et falsa, et est sensus: id quod est scitum a Deo, necesse est esse: res enim quae a Deo 
sunt scitae, non propter hoc necessario eveniunt, ut ex dictis patet. Et si obiiciatur, quod 
ista distinctio non habet locum nisi in formis quae sibi invicem succedere possunt in 
subiecto, ut albedo et nigredo; non autem potest esse ut aliquid sit scitum a Deo, et postea 
nescitum; et sic distinctio praedicta hic locum non habet: dicendum, quod quamvis sci- 
entia Dei invariabilis sit, et semper eodem modo, tamen dispositio secundum quam res 
refertur ad Dei cognitionem, non semper eodem modo se habet ad ipsam: refertur enim 
res ad Dei cognitionem secundum quod est in sua praesentialitate: praesentialitas autem 
rei non semper ei convenit; unde res potest accipi cum tali dispositione, vel sine ea; et sic 
per consequens potest accipi illo modo quo refertur ad Dei cognitionem, vel alio modo; 
et secundum hoc praedicta distinctio procedit." For a different evaluation of the relation 
between Aquinas and Scotus on this point, see Muller, Divine Will, 52-54, 57-63, 70-79, 
132-33, 157-62, 170-77. 

In a formula: M(gDp & g-Dp); (M = modal possibility operator; g = individual constant 
denoting a subject; D - causal operator; p - constant for the object of the will). 
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Here the modal operator only pertains to the part of the sentence *he does 
pr as the material elements of the proposition are “divided” from each other, so 
to speak. Since the possibility of God doing p is synchronically compatible with 
God's not-doing p, the proposition is true in the divided sense. 

As has already been noted, prior to Scotus the divided sense was tradition- 
ally understood with respect to different points in time. As such, God could 
not at the same time do and not-do something, but he could do at a later point 
in time what he does not do now. Applied to God's internal acts including 
those of his will and knowledge, this reading would introduce a temporality 
and diachronic mutability into God's essence. Stated with a touch of exaggera- 
tion, this was the more or less “nominalist” solution of Conrad Vorstius, which 
placed him to some extent in the tradition of William of Ockham and Gabriel 
Biel.9? Voetius, however, chose another solution. Like William Twisse, who was 
involved in the project of the first printed edition of Thomas Bradwardine's 
De causa Dei (Oxford, 1618),!°° he defended a non-diachronic mutability or 
contingency of the divine will, knowledge, and act: God can from eternity will, 
know, and do something other than he actually wills, knows, and does.!?! 


99 Cf. Den Bok, “Scotus’ Theory of Contingency,” and Den Bok, “Volheidsbeginsel.” 

100 Although the title page of Bradwardine, De causa Dei, reads: “Iussu Reverendiss. Georgii 
Abbot Cantuariensis Archiepiscopi; opera et studio D. Henrici Savilii, Collegij Mertonensis 
in Academia Oxoniensi Custodis,' Twisse can possibly be considered as the true editor; 
see Genest, Prédétermination et liberté créée, 160: "Le véritable auteur de l'édition Savile 
est en réalité Twisse, dont le nom n'apparaît pourtant nulle part dans le livre. Jeune cler- 
gyman de tendances puritaines, 'converti' dans des circonstances dramatiques, William 
Twisse avait transcrit tout le De causa Dei dés 1613, alors qu'il n'était encore que bachelier 
enthéologie à Oxford." For this assertion, Genest bases himself on, among others, Twisse's 
biographer George Kendall, who writes in his “G. Tuissii vita" (an appendix to his work 
Fur pro tribunali, Oxford 1657): "Tandem ad doctoratum in theologia gratulabunda 
(Academia) promovit. Dederat scilicet grande specimen, cum eruditionis, tum indus- 
triae, utriusque rarioris, ut in lectionibus et disputationibus suis, ita in scriptis profundi 
illius doctoris Thomae de Bradwardina, a Dno. H. Savilio in publicum edendis sua manu 
et fidelius exaratis, et curiosius emendatis" (ibid., 68, cited in Genest, Prédétermination et 
liberté créée, 160—61, n. 798). C£, however, Baschera, “Witnessing to the Calvinism,” who 
sees Savile as the main editor, although he acknowledges the involvement of Twisse. 
Recently, parts of De causa Dei have been edited and translated into German by Lukács, 
Thomas Bradwardine. 

101 There are also some similarities with Gregory of Rimini (1300—1358) on this point, and 
perhaps also with Peter Martyr Vermigli. Cf. Genest, Prédétermination et liberté créée, esp. 
147-50 (Bradwardine, Ockham, Gregory of Rimini), and 157-63 (Twisse). See for Gregory, 
who influenced Peter Martyr Vermigli: Fiorentino, Gregorio da Rimini. Baschera, "Peter 
Martyr on Free Will,” argued that Vermigli followed Aristotelian and Thomist lines rather 
than Scotus on freedom and contingency. Cf., however, the qualifications by Burton, 
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Newer scholarship increasingly refers to this non-necessity, which has been 
freed from diachronic mutability and which entered modal logic at the latest 
with Duns Scotus, as “synchronic contingency.’”!©? This contingency does not 
introduce any temporality or “chronos” into God so as to destroy his eternity.!03 
The adjective “synchronic” serves conceptual clarity and excludes the poten- 
tially disastrous misunderstanding of the concept of contingency in history as 
diachronic change. "Synchronic contingency" is thus roughly the equivalent of 
what standard modal logic commonly understands by the term “contingency.” 
As the above analysis has illustrated, the concept of synchronic contingency 
is helpful for a deeper understanding of the freedom of God's will, knowledge, 
and acts in Voetius's theology.!94 


"Peter Martyr Vermigli,” and cf. also Muller, Divine Will, 193-97 (Vermigli) and 224-35 
(Twisse). 

102 This terminology goes back to Antonie Vos. Cf. n. 103. 

103 This was a major concern raised in Helm, “Synchronic Contingency.’ C£, however, Beck 
and Vos, "Conceptual Patterns Related to Reformed Scholasticism,” and the use of the con- 
cept in Honnefelder, Scientia transcendens, 56-108; Honnefelder “Die Kritik des Johannes 
Duns Scotus am kosmologischen Nezessitarismus der Araber"; Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 
3-8; Vos et al., CF, 23-36; Knuuttila, Modalities in Medieval Philosophy, 145-46; Dumont, 
"The Origin of Scotus's Theory"; MacDonald, "Synchronic Contingency” Lewis, "Power 
and Contingency"; Wolter and Frank, Duns Scotus on the Will and Morality (ed. 1997), xi; 
Dumont, "Duns Scotus"; Wilks, "The Use of Synchronic Contingency"; Sóder, Kontingenz 
und Wissen, 85-124; Dreyer and Ingham, Johannes Duns Scotus zur Einführung, 47—60, esp. 
58-59; Schmidt, Natur und Geheimnis, 327-46; DeWeese, God and the Nature of Time,186— 
94, who seems to overestimate the similarities between Scotus and Ockham, though, cf. 
ibid., 194-200. Cf. also Gelber, It Could Have Been Otherwise, 109—50, 156—58; Cross, Duns 
Scotus on God, 56-57; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 293-301, 585-89; Scozia, 
"Analisa scotista”; cf. Osborne, “Human Action,” 27-31; Frost, "Aquinas and Scotus." Muller, 
Divine Will, 333-324, endorses the concept to which the term “synchronic contingency" 
refers (contra Helm), although he prefers the term "simultaneity of potency" (simultas 
potentiae), as it was used by the Reformed orthodox theologians themselves. Note that 
Voetius did not use either term in his disputations on the doctrine of God, as far as I see; 
cf. below, ch. 12.3, n. 59. 

104 Even according to Helm, Voetius (like allegedly also Thomas) advocates a “simple and 
unadorned contingency of the divine will"; Helm, "Synchronic Contingency,” 217. Likewise 
Helm interprets Calvin, arguing that for the Genevan reformer God’s will is contingent 
even if it “necessitates everything"; Helm, John Calvin's Ideas, 170. In the end, Helm does 
not question the contingency of the divine will: “In this sense the mainstream theology 
of the church has always affirmed that God's knowledge of the contingent must itself be 
contingent; not that he knows, for he necessarily knows maximally, by the exercise of his 
perfect power, but what he knows"; Helm, "Synchronic Contingency,’ 217. 
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9.5 Determination without Determinism 


The importance of synchronic contingency for a proper understanding of the 
freedom of God's will in Voetius's theology can be illustrated by way of the 
misunderstandings that can result when scholars fixate on his emphasis on 
divine simplicity and rejection of any kind of temporal change in God. Jürgen 
Moltmann, for example, writes regarding the theology of Reformed ortho- 
doxy: “In his essential resolve, God has ‘no choice."!05 We encounter a similar 
position as early as in nineteenth-century idealism. Where Johannes Henricus 
Scholten assumes that he is describing the position of the Socinians and this 
as a correction to the determinism he thinks he has identified in Reformed 
orthodoxy, he actually supplies a for the most part accurate account of the 
thought of Reformed theologians like Voetius, if only one reads his description 
synchronically rather than diachronically.?6 Alexander Schweizer considers 
the *material principle" of Reformed theology to be "the principle assumed 
in biblical Christianity of an absolute dependence on God alone, implemented 
as a religious determinism in the interest of God's boundless glory"? Finally, 
Ferdinand Christian Baur writes: “The distinguishing principle of the Reformed 
system is the idea of the one, all-determining, absolute causality of God."108 
These statements, however, are more reminiscent of Spinoza or perhaps even 
Hegel than they are of Reformed theologians like Voetius.!09 


105 Moltmann, God in Creation, 80-81 (Gott in der Schöpfung, 93: “In seinem wesentlichen 
Ratschluß hat Gott "keine Wahl"), with reference to Heppe, Dogmatik, 107-9, where this 
assertion is not found, though. Cf., however, Muller, PRRD, III, 434. 

106 Scholten, De leer der Hervormde Kerk, 11, 193: "Dit alles wisten de Socinianen goed te 
maken door hunne, aan het middeleeuwsche Nominalisme ontleende voorstelling van 
de goddelijke vrijheid (Gods wil is vrij). Wat God wil, dat kan Hij derhalve, omdat Hij vrij 
is, evenzeer niet willen. Zijn wil is door niets, zelfs niet door zijne eigene wijze en heilige 
natuur, bepaald. Heeft Hij gewild, dat er eene wereld zijn zou, Hij zou even goed hebben 
kunnen willen, dat er geene wereld of eene andere wereld ware geweest” Only the third 
sentence is ambivalent, because it can be interpreted in a voluntarist way, that is, if “be- 
paald" could be understood not only as “determined,” but also as “regulated.” 

107 Schweizer, Glaubenslehre, 1, 40. This interpretation was already opposed by Ebrard, 
Christliche Dogmatik, 1, 97-98, and 1, 74, on Voetius (here 1, 74): “Namentlich die 
Prädestinationslehre ist gerade bei Gisb[ert Voetius] so haarscharf bestimmt, das jener 
ganze Determinismus, welchen Schweizer als reformirte Lehre darstellen möchte, 
bes[onders] in allen seinen nur möglichen Formen ausdrücklich verworfen wird, (wenn 
schon die absolute Prädestination selbst gelehrt wird)” 

108 Baur, “Uber Princip und Character des Lehrbegriffs,” 333. 

109 On Spinoza, cf. Verbeek, "De wil van God"; Koistinen, "Causation in Spinoza"; Verbeek, 
Spinoza's Theologico-Political Treatise; Douglas, Spinoza and Dutch Cartesianism, 82—85. 
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As we saw above, Voetius considers the divine decree of the will to be free.110 
God has freedom of choice. God's will admittedly is not neutral before possible 
objects of the will, and it either wills their being or does not will it. However, 
whether or not God wills to transfer a possible object into the state of an actu- 
ally existing object is left to the freedom of his will. This does not imply an arbi- 
trariness in God, since his contingent act of the will is as it were characterized 
by the regulative attributes or the necessary dimension of the divine attributes. 
Concretely this means that God's will is good, just, and faithful since God is 
good, just, and faithful in his essence. Voetius's doctrine of God promotes nei- 
ther a necessitarianism nor a radical voluntarism.!! 

In the interplay between God's knowledge and will, it is precisely the 
freedom and contingency of the divine will that functions as the basic pre- 
supposition for God's relationship to created reality shaped by freedom and 
contingency. For if there were no free and contingent knowledge pertaining 
to creatures that structurally-logically follows God's free and contingent will, 
all divine knowledge would be necessary knowledge. Given the infallibility of 
God's knowledge, which is in fact assumed by Voetius together with all classi- 
cal theologians, it would mean as we already saw that all objects of knowledge 
are also necessary. It would thus be impossible for them factually not to exist 
or not to be actualized by God. Reality could not be other than it is, and what is 
could not not-be. This indeed would correspond with the intuition expressed 
by Moltmann, Scholten, Schweizer, and Baur regarding Reformed orthodoxy. 


110 See above, ch. 8.2; 8.3; 9.3; 9.4. 

111 Cf. DTV, 119: “Quidquid boni est sive naturalis sive moralis Deus decernit efficere, quidquid 
mali decernit permittere." sp 1, 352: “si velit [voluntas divina] hominem aliquid agere, velit 
ipsum bene et convenienter suae naturae agere: est enim voluntas ejus rectissima, fons 
et regula omnis bonitatis, immo est primo bonitas: haut aliter ac Deus non potest docere 
falsum, nec velle seu praecipere, ut homo per se aut per alium fallatur, quia est prima 
et summa veritas.” SD 1, 366: "Ergo jus aliquod in Deo est ante liberum decretum" sp 1, 
376: "Quin imo omnia attributa primi generis, ut et intellectus habent se antecedenter 
ad Dei voluntatem" sp 1, 380: “Rursum voluntas beneplaciti seu decreta Dei sunt regula 
mandati, immo et omnium externorum Dei operum: nec tamen repugnat volitiones et 
decreta illa regulari (6conpenóc hoc intellige) a prima et perfectissima Dei essentia per 
varia attributa, primitatem scil., simplicitatem, immutabilitatem, aeternitatem etc. nobis 
in verbo Dei manifestata ac descripta: ita ut secundum illam et non aliter Deus velit et 
decernat, quidquid velle aut decernere potest de creaturis, et circa creaturas." SD 1, 387: 
"Ut ergo legi divinae primo (quod ad nos) principio actionum moralium non repugnat, 
si dicatur dependere ab ipsius decreto seu voluntate, sic nec voluntati divinae repugnat, 
si Georpends dicatur dependere a Dei natura et attributis, hoc est, egredi et tendere extra 
se in aut circa creaturam secundum primitatem, simplicitatem, immutabilitatem, per- 
fectionem, bonitatem, sufficientiam, scientiam possibilium, ideam, immo et secundum 
essentialem justitiam, veracitatem, potentiam, potestatem, majestatem, dominium." 
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Although it is clear that Voetius excludes such a metaphysical or logical 
determinism, the question remains whether the "determining" activity of the 
divine will still implies a theological determinism.!? Is everything not in the 
end unchangeably “fixed” by God's decree, so that “contingent” states of affairs 
may well be "contingent" epistemically (i.e., according to our perception and in 
respect to secondary causes), but ontologically still necessary in respect to the 
first cause in God's will?!13 

The first observation that must be made in this context is that the “deter- 
minare" of God's will for Voetius, just like Scotus, is to be understood primarily 
not as if it were causal in the modern sense of the term, but as the deter- 
mination of the truth value of a proposition.!^ This is suggested by the fre- 
quent echoes of the Scotist “theory of neutral propositions,’ which states that 
God's will fixes the truth value of a proposition that is in itself neutral.!5 
Moreover, Voetius praises Scotus and his followers as "patrons" of the doctrine, 
stating that the truth of conditional future states of affairs is determined by 
the divine will." 


112 I follow the definition of “determinism” given in Berofsky, “Determinism,” 197-98, “the 
view that the state of the world at any instant determines a unique future, and that 
knowledge of all the positions of things and the prevailing natural forces would permit 
an intelligence to predict the future state of the world with absolute precision.... The term 
‘determinism’ is also used in a more general way as the name for any metaphysical doc- 
trine implying that there is only one possible history of the world.... But there is also 
theological determinism, which holds that God determines everything that happens or 
that, since God has perfect knowledge about the universe, only the course of events that 
he knows will happen can happen. And there is logical determinism, which grounds the 
necessity of the historical order on the logical truth that all propositions, including ones 
about the future, are either true or false.” Cf. Weatherford, “Determinism,” 194, according 
to which ‘determinism is “the very general thesis about the world that all events without 
exception are effects — events necessitated by earlier events. Hence any event of any kind 
is an effect of a prior series of effects, a causal chain with every link solid.” See also Beck 
and Vos, "Conceptual Patterns Related to Reformed Scholasticism," 225: *... we mean by 
the term 'determinism' absolute or ‘hard’ determinism in the sense of necessitarianism. 
This is the sense in which determinism usually has been understood in the older research 
on the Reformed scholastics.” 

113 The excellent account of Voetius's doctrine of providence in Goudriaan, Reformed 
Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 145-55, tends in this direction. 

114 On Scotus, see Vos et al., CF, 145; cf. Beck, “Menschliche Willensfreiheit." 

115 On the distinction scientia indefinita — definita, see above, ch. 8.2 and cf. Beck, “Divine 
Psychology’ and Modalities,” 129-37; cf. the use of "determinare" in ch. 8.3, and cf. also 
DTV, 43-46. 

116 DTV, 43-44, esp. 44: “Sunt autem veritatis hujus patronis Scotus in 1. dist. 38. cum quo 
faciunt ipsius sectatores ... contingentium determinationem suspendit a praesupposita 
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Secondly, Voetius in the context of an objection of his opponents that his 
doctrine of the divine decrees "introduces the necessity of all things, and the 
determination of secondary causes and thus Stoic fate,” distinguishes between 
four kinds of necessity.” First, there is the “necessity of coercion,” and second 
the “necessity of nature or following from the nature of the thing.” The third 
necessity is the “necessity of definition” or the “necessity of the consequent,” 
namely, the necessity of the predicate in the definition of a subject and vice 
versa. Finally, the fourth necessity is “relative necessity” (secundum quid) or 
the “necessity of the consequence.” This fourth necessity can also be called 
necessity “following from a hypothesis,” where the hypothesis stems either 
from the antecedent or from an act or existence of a state of affairs.!? Highly 
significant is that Voetius accepts only this fourth kind of necessity when it 
comes to the divine decree and foreknowledge: 


We remove every necessity from this matter, with the sole exception 
of the last one, namely, the necessity on the basis of the pure “assump- 
tion” of the antecedent, which can also be called the necessity “of the 
consequence and de dicto" (consequentiae et de dicto), which is rightly 
attributed to future contingents and even to the end of life. It is twofold, 
namely, that of the "infallibility" following from God's foreknowledge and 
the “immutability” following from God's will or decree.!!? 


determinatione divinae voluntatis" On 1 dist. 38, cf. Vos et al., Freiheit und Kontingenz 
in der Ordinatio I 39 des Johannes Duns Scotus (as we nowadays know, the text entitled 
dist. 38 in the Wadding edition and printed as “appendix” in the Editio Vaticana is in fact 
Ordinatio, 1, dist. 39). Cf. also the extensive quote from Pelbárt of Themesvár, Aureum 
sacrae theologiae rosarium, 1, s.v. “praesciens,’ in DTV, 44. Pélbart of Themesvar (ca. 1435- 
1504) was probably the most important Hungarian Franciscan in the fifteenth century; cf. 
Kosztolnyik, “Some Hungarian Theologians in the Late Renaissance," 8-18. 

117 DTV, 105-8, esp. 105: "Objectio v1. Omnium rerum necessitas, et determinatio causarum 
secundarum atque adeo Fatum Stoicum introducuntur.” Cf. also Bac, Perfect Will Theology, 
201-3. 

118  DTV,105-6: "Necessitas multis modis dicitur ...; istas solummodo hic consideremus. Primo 
coactionis.... Secundo, naturae ex natura rei, seu naturalis qua causa quaeque naturalis 
determinata est ad unum effectum.... Tertio, definitionis seu consequentis quando prae- 
dicatum est de definitione subjecti aut vice versa, qua negata implicatur contradictio... 
Quarto: [Necessitas] Secundum quid, consequentiae, seu ex hypothesi quae duplex est, vel 
suppositione antecedentis, vel ex suppositione actus seu existentiae." 

119 DTV,106: "Omnes necessitates ab hoc negotio removemus, sola postrema ex suppositione 
puri puti antecedentis scilicet excepta, quam vocant consequentiae et de dicto quae futuris 
contingentibus atque adeo termino vitae rectissime tribuitur, eaque gemina infallibitatis 
ex Dei praescientia, et immutabilitatis ex Dei voluntate seu decreto." 
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This final necessity, so Voetius continues, is most (optime) compatible 
with the contingency and freedom of a state of affairs.!2° We can express our 
approval of this observation from the perspective of modern modal logic, since 
the necessity of the consequence is not a proper necessity, but only — as Voetius 
himself says — a relative necessity. The fourth kind of necessity is equivalent to 
a strict implication. Thus the sentence 


Itis necessary: If God wills p from eternity, p obtains 
is compatible with the sentence 
It is possible that -p obtains. 


Althoughp is hypothetically necessary on the basis of the divine will, p remains 
contingent — ontically, not only epistemically.?! Consequently, Voetius also 
discards the objection that God by means of his decree and foreknowledge 
changes "something contingent into something necessary." God could indeed 
change the state of contingencies in transferring them from potency into 
act, but he could not change their nature or essence: "The contingent thus 
does not pass from its nature into another nature, as if it has one nature 
here and another there. Instead, [the contingent passes] from one state into 
another state.”!22 

Thirdly it should be emphasized that Voetius does not teach a divine 
omnicausality in which “God is the only cause and does everything," thereby 


120 DTV, 106. "Alio autem talem necessitatem cum contingentia et libertate optime conspi- 
rare in uno subjecto, h. e. unam eandemque rem posse esse et necessariam et contin- 
gentem sed diverso respectu. Relata enim ad antecedens suum est necessaria necessitate 
non absoluta, intrinseca sed mere hypothetica, extrinseca et respectiva; relata ad causam 
particularem et proximam sua natura liberam et indeterminatam est contingens, et sic 
simpliciter, absolute et proprie debet dici." 

121 Hypothetical necessity implies that a certain state of affairs (here: the consequent) neces- 
sarily obtains provided that the hypothesis (here: the antecedent) is given. In and of itself, 
this state of affairs could also not obtain. Thus, that which is hypothetically necessary can 
be contingent in an absolute sense. From the perspective of modal logic, hypothetical 
necessity is equivalent to relative necessity and corresponds to a strict implication. 

122 DTV, 104-5: "Transit ergo contingens non de natura sua in aliam, quasi unam naturam 
habeat sic, aliam sic: sed de statu in statum; ut quod futurum erat in statu potentialita- 
tis, praesens dicatur in statu actualititas, quod ibi indeterminatum erat seu indifferens ad 
utramque partem, hic sic determinatum ad unum.” This passage, too, is reminiscent of the 
"theory of a neutral proposition." Today, scholars would say that in Voetius modalities are 
iterative (S5 system). Cf. Hughes and Cresswell, A New Introduction to Modal Logic, 51-71; 
Lóffler, Notwendigkeit, $5 und Gott. 
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destroying the causality of secondary causes.?3 The determination of God's 
will is a contingent determination which leaves room for the relative operation 
of created causes. 

The above indications should suffice. The degree to which Voetius's empha- 
sis on the freedom of the divine will really is compatible with a freedom of 
the human will forms the subject of discussion in chapter 12. Here we can 
already affirm that it would be a mistake to describe Voetius's doctrine of God 
as "deterministic" God's will does determine; it does define truth value, but 
this does not imply but in fact precludes a necessitarian determinism.!?* 


9.6 Summary 


God's will is God himself and does not depend on other things, nor is it caused 
by them. AII the same, there are various important distinctions that can be 
drawn within the divine will. Most fundamental is the distinction between 
God's necessary and deliberate self-affirmation, and his free and contingent 
will with regard to created things. Voetius draws a further fourfold distinction 
in God's will with respect to creatures. First, the “will of good pleasure," which 
as the ontic will is always fulfilled, is to be distinguished from the deontic “will 
of the sign,’ which can be frustrated. Secondly, Voetius distinguishes between 
the “hidden” and “revealed will." Thirdly, he adopts the traditional distinction 
between God's “antecedent” and “consequent will": in contrast to the rather 
general "antecedent will" the “consequent will" pertains to a conditional 
without God's will itself being conditional — although, against the Jesuits and 
Remonstrants, Voetius rejects that there is a “conditional” or "ineffective will" 
in God. Of particular importance is the fourth, classical distinction Voetius 


« 


maintains between God's "effective will" and his “permission” 


123 DTV, 17-18. Cf. on this the elaborate account in Van Ruler, “New Philosophy to Old 
Standards,’ and see above, ch. 2.6. 

124 Cf. Muller, “Grace, Election, and Contingent Choice,” 271: "The confessional position of 
Reformed theology is ‘hardly a divine determinism of human actions. More precisely, 
the Reformed view is not a form of necessitarianism.... Far from being a rigid metaphys- 
ical determinism of all human actions, a form of necessitarianism (which was never 
Reformed doctrine in any case), predestination applies only to the issue of salvation." Cf. 
also Fatio, “Orthodoxie II," 487: “Die Theorie vom Zentraldogma aus nachkantianischer 
Zeit ist auf die reformierte Orthodoxie nicht anwendbar. Sie ist ein Anachronismus, 
ebenso wie die Vorstellung, daß die Entfaltung der reformierten Orthodoxie zu einem 
deterministischen System ... führe. Die Prádestination ist einfach nur die Garantie der 
göttlichen Souveränität im Heilswerk.” On the doctrine of predestination in early modern 
Geneva, see Rouwendal, Predestination and Preaching. 
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Voetius is considerably more "positive" than Luther or Calvin in his recep- 
tion of the classical doctrine of permission. He not only excludes God's author- 
ship of evil intentionally and verbally, but defines permission carefully as God's 
non-impeding of evil, that is, as the absence of a positive act of the will. This 
non-impeding, however, is not the result of an impotence on the part of God, 
but it is willed by God with a second order volition. There is thus no room for 
an "idle permission." Since God wills the permission of evil and not the evil 
itself, there may well be a necessitas consequentiae between God's permission 
of evil and the actuality of evil, yet this does not mean that the evil is neces- 
sary or caused. In a deontic sense (voluntas signi), God does not will evil. Evil 
in its evilness or sin in its sinfulness cannot in any way be traced back to God, 
although the physical preconditions of sin do depend on God's providence and 
God in his wisdom achieves his good end in spite of the sin that in itself has no 
end. Voetius maintains a middle course between the Scylla of an impotent God 
who cannot prevent evil, and the Charybdis of a divine omnicausality which 
would turn God into the author of evil and sin. 

The divine will forms the pivotal point for the entire structure of Voetius's 
doctrine of God. On the one hand, God's knowledge of contingent, factual real- 
ity follows his will: the free will selects — by way of extrapolation — "contin- 
gently" a consistent subset from the total set of possibilities, which God knows 
with his necessary knowledge, and gives it actual existence. This actualized 
subset is contingent; the synchronic possibility that it not be actualized is com- 
patible with its actual existence. On the other hand, God's will likewise has 
a key role in its relationship to God's power or efficacy. In both cases God's 
will is free and not-necessary or, to borrow terms from modern modal logic, 
"contingent" This contingency, however, ought not to be misunderstood as a 
diachronic mutability, so that the term ‘synchronic contingency’ is preferable. 

God has freedom of choice. In this, his contingent act of the will is as it were 
characterized by the regulative divine attributes or the necessary dimension 
of the divine attributes: God's will is good, just, and faithful, since God is good, 
just, and faithful in his essence. This excludes a radical voluntarism. However, 
Voetius's position also excludes a necessitarian determinism. God's will as the 
pivotal point forms the basic precondition for God to entertain a free and con- 
tingent relationship to created reality. Not only does God's will not imply a 
metaphysical or logical determinism, but it also precludes a theological, neces- 
sitarian determinism. God's will does indeed determine and define the truth 
value of intrinsically neutral propositions. However, this determination is a 
contingent determination that leaves room for the relative operation of cre- 
ated causes in the context of their createdness. 


CHAPTER 10 


God's Right and Justice 


10.1 Introduction 


God's will has affections and dispositions or, more precisely, attributes com- 
parable to the affections (ad modum affectuum) and dispositions (ad modum 
habituum). Among the affections Voetius numbers God's “love” and “mercy,” 
and among the dispositions his “justice,” “ 
justice is, as a general virtue, identical to his “goodness,” “holiness,” and “purity.”! 


patience,’ and “long-suffering.” God's 


The distinction between affections and dispositions is a subtle one. Both are 
attributes that belong to God's will necessarily. A disposition is something that 
the bearer who bears a certain disposition “has”? The same applies to an affec- 
tion, albeit with the added connotation of what we now refer to as "feeling."? 

In his Syllabus Voetius treats these and similar attributes in the following 
order: the examination of God's will is followed by his grace, his mercy and 
justice, and an appendix on God's right. These are in turn followed by God's 
veracity and his power. It is only then that we find an exposition of God's good- 
ness, love, patience, majesty, honour, and life.^ With the exception of God's 
mercy which is treated before the divine potentia, the Syllabus treats the “dis- 
positions" ahead of and the "affections" following upon God's potentia. For the 
rest, the Syllabus is hardly illuminating. What follows will for that reason treat 
God's right and justice alone, since these two dispositions do have an adequate 
textual basis. The first volume of the Selectae disputationes (1648) includes a 


1 SD 1, 357: “Ad voluntatem Dei referuntur attributa duplicia. Priora sunt, quae analogice 
concipiuntur ad modum affectuum, ut amor, misericordia etc. Posteriora sunt, quae con- 
cipiuntur ad modum habituum, ut justitita, patientia, longanimitas etc. Inter haec justitia 
aliquando concipitur, tanquam virtus universalis, et sic idem est quod bonitas, sanctitas, et 
puritas Dei." 

2 "Habitus" - nominalized passive perfect participle of “habere” = “to have” Cf. Goclenius, 
Lexicon philosophicum, s.v. "habitus" (632—25). 

3 Goclenius, Lexicon philosophicum, s.v. "affectio" (78—79): “Affectio modo est affectus, modo 
dispositio ad aliquid, modo yéots, modo accidens subiecti: modo proprium má0oc" Cf. 
Goclenius, Lexicon philosophicum, s.v. "affecta" (79): "Accipiuntur pro iis, quae habent ali- 
quam affectionem, ut omne effectum est affectum, id est, habet aliud nos, aliquem affec- 
tum, aliquod accidens.” Cf. also Chauvin, Lexicon rationale, s.v. "affectus" (D2r—D3r). 

4 Voetius, Syllabus, Fav-G2r. "De Veracitate Dei" is actually followed by “De Falsitate" (Gir), but 
only in order to show, that there is no deceit in God. 
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detailed disputation, accompanied by a two-part appendix.5 This source mate- 
rial more than suffices to treat Voetius's doctrine of God's right (chapter 10.2) 
and justice (chapter 10.3) in separate sections. 


10.2 Necessary and Contingent Right 


In Voetius's disputation De jure et justitia Dei and its two-part apptendix, God's 
right and justice are treated insofar as they pertain to God's nature. That is, this 
set of theses does not primarily consider them in terms of their function as 
the source of divine and human law, a topic that belongs more properly to the 
locus de bonis operibus. Voetius argues against the “scholastics and casuists 
who follow Thomas" that God's right ought not to be confused with his law.’ 
By God's right we are to understand “what is within God and formally in 
God (so to speak) with respect to existing or possible creatures,’ while God's 
law "is outside of God and effectively is from God, for it expresses a practi- 
cal rule by which God judges what ought to be observed by his creatures, and 
indeed by which God wills to oblige his creatures and according to that will 
obliges them with his actual revelation and command'' Striking about this 
quotation is that God's right extends not only to existing creatures, but also to 
possible creatures.? 


5 SD 1, 338—64: “De jure et justitia Dei" (Resp.: Cornelius Gentman; defended on 15 June 1639); 
SD 1, 364—79: "Appendicis ad disputationem theologicam de jure et justitia Dei, pars prima" 
(Resp.: M. Andreas Lansman; defended on 21 December 1644); SD 1, 379-402: "Appendicis ad 
disputationem theologicam de jure et justitia Dei, pars secunda" (Resp.: M. Andreas Lansman; 
defended on 29 March 1644). This text is also reproduced in Kuyper, D. Gysberti Voetii 
Selectarum disputationum fasciculus, 23—73. Since the page numbers of these disputations 
as printed in sp 1 from 1648, which I am using here, are also mentioned in Kuyper, further 
references to this edition are unnecessary. On God's right and justice, cf. also sp v, 92-113, and 
in terms of secondary literature Steenblok, Voetius en de Sabbat, 36-46, 205-22; Loonstra, 
“De leer van God en Christus in de Nadere Reformatie,” 120-22; Raath, Cilliers, and Coetzee, 
“Gysbertus Voetius”; Beck, “Basic Features,’ 224-25; and especially Goudriaan, Reformed 
Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 288-96. 

6 SDI, 339. 

SD I, 339. 

8 SD I, 340: "Quod jus concipiatur quid intra Deum et formaliter quasi in Deo; cum respectu 
tamen ad creaturam sive existentem sive possibilem: lex vero extra Deum et effective a Deo, 
dicit enim regulam practicam, quam Deus judicat servandum esse a creatura, atque adeo vult 
ea creaturam obligare, et actuali revelatione et imperio secundum illam voluntatem obligat." 
Raath, Cilliers, and Coetzee, “Gysbertus Voetius,” 125, seem to confuse the definitions of God's 
right and law. 


-1 


9 This hints at a supralapsarian approach reminiscent of Duns Scotus. On Scotus, cf. Vos, 
Johannes Duns Scotus, 136—55; Vos et al, DSDL, 131-64; Te Velde, "Verkiezing"; Vos; The 
Theology of John Duns Scotus, 275-334. 
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One fundamental difference between God's right and law is that his “right” 
can have the force to impose an obligation on God himself, which a "law" can- 
not do.!° Law is as it were subjected to right as its external expression. Voetius 
defines God's right as follows: 


Here we take God's right as the idea of God's rectitude and goodness 
concerning his government of rational creatures with the authority to 
extend itself into law or precepts, and through them to direct and oblige 
his creatures.!! 


Based on this definition, God's right can be divided or distinguished in several 
ways. Voetius does not consider these distinctions to be an end in themselves; 
he therefore discards several distinctions from Thomas, Gabriel Vásquez (1549- 
1604), Juan Azor (1535-1603), Becanus, Suárez, as well as Ames for being of 
little use. They do not exhaust what Scripture reveals to us in this matter, and 
so they fail to elucidate dogmatic and moral problems in theology.” Instead, 
Voetius wants to distinguish between (1) finite or creaturely right, according to 
which creatures live in a right relationship with each other, and (2) infinite or 
divine right, ^which is a necessity and a right authority by which God obliges 
or can oblige someone.”!3 

The basic distinction in God's right, however, consists in the distinction 
between God's “natural and absolutely necessary" right, and his “free or hypo- 
thetically necessary right” Natural right obliges either creatures, which are 
subject to God, or else God himself. It does so "absolutely following from the 
necessity of the divine nature" and in such a way that the opposite “would 


10  SDI, 340: "Itaque lex divina qua talis non potest dici vim habere obligandi Deum, jus vero 
contra." Raath, Cilliers, and Coetzee, “Gysbertus Voetius,” 125, are imprecise on this point. 

11  SDI, 340: “Est ergo nobis hic jus divinum idea rectitudinis et bonitatis Dei circa guberna- 
tionem creaturarum rationalium, cum potestate in legem seu praecepta se diffundendi, 
ac per ea creaturas dirigendi et obligandi" In this context, Voetius cites the relevant 
Hebrew and Greek terms from the Bible. Cf. also sp 1, 370: “jus nihil aliud est quam qual- 
itas moralis personae competens ad aliquid habendum aut agendum.” 

12 SD 1, 340. These distinctions, rejected by Voetius, cannot be unfolded here. On Azor, cf. 
Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 294—95. 

13 SD I, 341: "sic etiam dicatur jus divinum esse necessitas et potestas recta, qua Deus ali- 
quem obligat, aut obligare potest” Voetius adds further distinctions on either side of this 
overarching distinction; On this, see sp 1, 341-42, and cf. Raath, Cilliers, and Coetzee, 
“Gysbertus Voetius,” 121-22, 124-25. 

14  SDI,342:"Ius hoc divinum creaturae rationali praescriptum, est vel naturale seu absolute 
neccessarium; vel liberum seu hypothetice necessarium.” On hypothetical necessity, cf. 
above, ch. 9.5, n. 121. 
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imply a contradiction” God's free right, which is also called “positive” right, 
only applies under the condition that God wills it, making it only hypothet- 
ically necessary. It is a "free" right "because God, who could have willed the 
opposite without implying a contradiction, thereby wills it freely.”!6 The crite- 
rion for determining whether God's right is necessary or free is whether or not 
his willing the opposite would imply a contradiction. Voetius thus applies the 
criterion of repugnance, just like Duns Scotus had done before him in the case 
of natural law!” 

Voetius clarifies the fundamental distinction between God's necessary and 
free right by providing several examples. The examples for God's necessary 
right are axiomatic. Some negative axioms are that God cannot deny himself, 
that he cannot have the honour due to him transferred to others, that rational 
creatures cannot free themselves from their essential subjection to God, and 
that God cannot command people to hate him or to blaspheme his name.!® 
Some positive axioms are that God is bound to promote his name and glory, 
that he governs and judges the world insofar as it exists, that he prescribes 
natural worship of him to his rational creatures, and that he leads to grace and 
glory by way of justification and repentance those fallen people whom he wills 
to save. For, as Voetius remarks in support of the last axiom, *man cannot be 
united with God as long as sin persists..., let alone that God could personally 
unite himself with a sinful nature"? Overall, God's necessary right concerns 


15  SDI,342:"Illud obligat absolute ex necessitate naturae divinae tum creaturam ut subjicia- 
tur, et debitum reddat; tum Deum, ut praescribat et exigat, ita ut oppositum ejus impli- 
caret contradictionem." 

16  SDI,342-43: "Ius divinum liberum (quod aliter dicitur positivum) et hypothetice tantum 
necessarium est, tale est, quia Deus libere ita voluit: qui absque implicatione contradic- 
tionis potuisset velle oppositum." 

17 On this, cf. Vos, "The Scotian Notion of Natural Law"; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns 
Scotus, 436-38, 456-57. Cf. also above, ch. 82, n. 13 (possibile logicum). 

18 SD 1, 342: "Hujus juris axiomata negative et concipiantur sunt ista: Deus non potest seip- 
sum abnegare. Non potest gloriam suam alteri dare. Non potest dimittere creaturam 
rationalem, ut non sit úróðıxoç aut sublex Deo. Non potest peccata remittere absque satis- 
factione; seu injuriam sibi illatam impunitam dimittere. Deus non potest mandare, dis- 
pensare, aut concedere creaturae rationali, ut se odio habeat, nomen suum blasphemet." 

19 SD 1, 342: "Affirmative si concipiantur sunt ista. Deus tenetur quaerere et promovere 
nominis sui gloriam. Deus tenetur quaerere et promovere sui gloriam. Deus tenetur 
gubernare et judicare mundum, quamdiu mundus est. Deus tenetur creaturae rationali 
cultum sui naturalem praescribere. Deus tenetur in casu chasmatis per interventionem 
peccati, hominem quemcunque salvandum per justificationem et conversionem ad gra- 
tiam et gloriam suam reducere: nam stante peccato homo non potest cum Deo uniri; 
1. Johan. 5. 1. coll. cum Habac. 1. Jesa. 1. nedum ut Deus personaliter sibi unire posset nat- 
uram peccatricem, ut curiose et blaspheme satis disputaverunt Scotus, Gabriel, aliique 
insigniores Scholastici.” On the final example, cf. Biel, Collectorium, 111, d. 12, q. 1, a. 2, 
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his necessary relationship to his own essence (oöowòds) and also the relation- 
ship of the divine persons within his Triunity to each other (önoorarıxüs). The 
demand to people to honour God and worship their neighbours derives from 
God's natural or necessary right as well.?° 

While the examples Voetius provides for God's necessary right are axio- 
matic, the examples for his free or positive right are taken from God's contin- 
gent revelation and from salvation history. The examples include humanity's 
sharing in Adam's sin through the covenant, the mediator's satisfaction for the 
human race, and the grace of the forgiveness of sins. Remarkably, as part of 
God's free right Voetius includes not only “the entire ceremonial law as well as 
Moses’ forensic law,” but also “a large part of the Decalogue.” With the latter he 
is thinking of such things as the manner of worshiping God as implied by the 
first table of the law, the commandments from the second table of the law con- 
cerning monogamy, material possessions, feast days, honour for the author- 
ities, murder, etc. Voetius traces at least the fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh 
commandments (according to the Reformed division of the commandments) 
to God's free right, an element to which we will return later on.?! 

This distinction between God's necessary and free right makes it possible 
for Voetius to counter "nominalism" or extreme “voluntarism” and its result- 
ing arbitrary God. As the disposition of his will, God's right is as it were reg- 
ulated by God's essential attributes; God cannot "establish" a right that is 


concl. 1 (ed. Werbeck and Hofmann, 111, 210), and for additional examples, see Kennedy, 
"The Fifteenth Century and Divine Absolute Power.” In contrast to Biel, Scotus does not 
accept the possibility of the assumption of a sinful nature in the incarnation, although 
Christ's impeccability is due to his union with divine nature virtualiter and not formaliter; 
see his discussion in Op. Oxon., III, d. 2, q. 1, nn. 12-13 (ed. Wadding, v11/1, 69); Ordinatio 
111, d. 2, q. 1, nn. 37-40 (ed. Vat., IX, 134-36). 

20 See the table in sp 1, 343-44. Similarly, Duns Scotus in Op. Oxon., 111, dd. 28-29; cf. Vos 
etal., DSDL, 41-87. 

21 SD I, 343: “Huc pertinet, permittere peccatum, seu lapsum angelorum et hominum et 
omnia peccata inde promanantia: censere homines omnes et singulos in veteri foedere, 
non per capita, sed per stirpem in uno Adamo, ... ita ut in uno homine omnes homines 
peccaverint ...: Gratiam primam aut secundam, conservantem aut concurrentem seu 
praemoventem huic creaturae dare aut non dare. Satisfactionem pro peccato, et obedien- 
tiam legi debitam transferre in mediatorem seu sponsorem nobis substitutum, et sic ab 
ejus manu in solutionem ea accipere.... His adde legem illam symbolicam de arbore sci- 
entiae boni et mali Adamo in paradiso latam; ut et totam legem ceremonialem, ac foren- 
sem Mosaicam; magnam praeterea partem decalogi: ut in prima tabula modum cultus 
institui positivum ex. gr. per externam verbi praedicationem, etc.: in secunda, de monog- 
amia, de gradibus prohibitis, de dominiorum distinctionibus, de potestate Magistratus, 
de homicidio etc. De omnibus enim illis dici nequit, Deum ad alteram contradictionis 
partem ex naturae suae necessitate fuisse astrictum.” Cf. sp 1, 347, and below, nn. 54 
and 55. 
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internally inconsistent or that contradicts his nature. All the same, Voetius 
refuses to admit strict necessitarianism in God: God remains free to "establish" 
or not "establish" any form of right that does not conflict with itself or with 
his essence. The divine will once more functions as a kind of hinge, just as 
in Voetius's distinction between necessary and free knowledge.?? With some 
degree of extrapolation we could say that Voetius distinguishes between a nec- 
essary and contingent dimension in God's right.?3 

This point becomes particularly clear in the two appendices, which are 
almost entirely devoted to the basic distinction between God's necessary right 
and his free right.?^ Voetius begins by stating that the explanation and applica- 
tion of this distinction, ^which has been neglected or insufficiently cultivated 
by the scholastics and their followers," is useful for solving many theological 
problems.?5 He identifies the status quaestionis as follows: 


Is there in God an immanent divine right which is so natural, necessary, 
and immutable for God that he, without implying a contradiction, is 
through his absolute power (potentia) and authority (potestas) not able 
to will — or does not will to be able — to command or do something repug- 
nant to this right?26 


Of course, Voetius responds that such an immanent right does indeed exist, 
and offers four main arguments in support. The first main argument is that 
God's right with a view to his creatures’ dependence “is in God necessarily and 


22 SD 1, 361: “Distingue volitionem seu actum voluntatis divinae quo vult quid ex necessi- 
tate naturae seu jure naturali et tamen libere concomitantur: a volitione qua vult per 
indifferentia et libere antecedenter, cujus sc. oppositum potuisset velle” Cf. also sp 1, 352 
(Probl. x1), where attribution to God's natural right is linked to the structural precedence 
with respect to any act of the will, while free right appears as constituted “ex praesuppos- 
ita libera voluntate" On God's necessary and free knowledge, cf. above, ch. 8.2. 

23 See Beck, "Basic Features,” 224—25, and below, "Synthesis and Relevance,” section 5. 

24 SD 1, 364-92. Raath, Cilliers, and Coetzee, “Gysbertus Voetius,” do not discuss these 
appendices, although they mention them. 

25 SD1, 364: "De Iure Dei cum ante hac ageremus, constituebamus distinctionem juris divini in 
naturale et positivum, seu in necessarium et liberum. Cujus distinctionis apud Scholasticos 
et qui eos sequuntur neglectae aut non satis excultae explicationem et applicationem uti 
tunc admodum utilem judicabamus, quippe per tam multas theses, hypotheses, et quaes- 
tiones theologicas se diffundentem.” 

26 SD 1, 364: “An sit jus aliquod divinum in Deo immanens, Deo naturale, necessarium, et 
immutabile, ita ut Deus absque implicatione contradictionis per absolutam suam poten- 
tiam et potestatem non possit velle aut non velit posse aliquid mandare aut facere, quod 
juri illi repugnet." 
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immutably, that is, prior to any free act of the will?" Voetius gives four reasons 
to establish this point, the first two of which are important enough to be listed. 
In the first place, 


because God's primacy, independence, perfection, supreme author- 
ity, and similar divine attributes require it and establish such a right. 
Therefore, if these attributes structurally precede God's will or free 
decrees, this applies to God's right as well, according to which he subjects 
every rational creature to himself and obliges them to obedience.?8 


In the second place, there is in God also a right “prior to the free decree." God's 
adorability is thus necessarily anchored in God's essence since he cannot, 
without implying a contradiction, decide that his creatures ought not to wor- 
ship him.?9 

The second main argument for the basic distinction above pertains to God's 
punitive justice, which is inseparably tied to his right, and which likewise "is 
in God before any free decree of God or prior to God's will.’3° Here it immedi- 
ately becomes clear that there are soteriological implications pertaining to the 
Socinian controversies over the satisfaction won by Christ.?! 

Voetius's third main argument consists in a list of absurd consequences that 
would follow if there were no necessary divine right. One interesting absurdity 
is the consequence that God could otherwise be the "author or approver of 
disobedience" and thus the "author or, at the very least, the moral cause of the 
sinner's sin."?? Furthermore, as Voetius adds, there would as a consequence be 


27 SD 1, 365: "Esse autem tale jus necessario, et immutabiliter in Deo, hoc est antecedenter 
ad omnem liberum voluntatis actum.” Cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 481-82. 

28 SD 1, 365-67, esp. 365: “1. quia Dei primitas, independentia, perfectio, suprema potestas, 
et similia divina attributa hoc requirunt et tale jus fundant. Quod si ergo haec attributa 
in signo rationis antecedant Dei voluntatem seu libera Dei decreta, ergo et jus Dei, secun- 
dum quod datam quamcunque creaturam rationalem sibi subjicit, et ad obedientiam 
obligat." 

29 SD 1, 366: “2. quia ... necessario et immutabiliter in Deo est adorabilitas quippe recipro- 
cum Dei attributum, nec data quacunque creatura rationali per liberum Dei decretum 
oppositum ejus decerni potest, sine implicatione contradictionis: Ergo jus aliquod in Deo 
est ante liberum decretum." 

30 SD I, 367: "Quia justitia punitiva ante omne liberum Dei decretum, seu antecedenter 
ad Dei voluntatem est in Deo: ergo aliquod jus Dei in ordine ad creaturam rationalem. 
Consequentia patet, quia non potest justitia esse absque jure et vice versa." 

31 In this context, Voetius (ibid.) refers to Maccovius, Volumen thesium theologicarum, 1, 
disp. 24 [not: disp. 22] (179-93). On the Socinian controversy, cf. below, ch. 10.3. 

32 SD 1, 367-69, esp. 369: “7. Quia consequenter hinc inferretur, Deum si velit, posse esse 
autorem aut approbatorem inobedientiae, hoc est, autorem et causam saltem moralem 
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^no repugnance in the terms, no implication of a contradiction, nothing that 
would be absolutely impossible for God." As a result, it would be impossible to 
defend oneself against those who turn God's power, intellect, and logic “into 
an evil asylum of contradictions and absurdities,’ as if God could turn a person 
into a non-rational creature.33 

In the fourth main argument Voetius in the last place points to the consen- 
sus of the best theologians, among whom he includes not only Aquinas but, 
among others, also Duns Scotus as well as the Spanish Franciscan Juan de Rada 
(ca. 1545-1608), whose "excellent explanation" he praises.* 

In good scholastic fashion, Voetius goes on to refute no less than eleven 
objections.5 Here a variant of the so-called “Euthyphro dilemma" has an 
important role to play: is something right because God wills it, or does God will 
something because it is right?36 Voetius begins by trying to interpret Twisse 
and Rutherford, “the antagonists of current day Pelagianism,’ in a positive 
sense even though they defend the position that “something is just because 
God wills it."57 Voetius claims that Twisse and Rutherford only wanted to say 


peccati peccatorum (juxta 1. Sam. 15.) quippe qui docere possit hominem, aut illi man- 
dare, ne sibi quodcunque praecipienti aut praeceptura obediat" Cf. also sp 1, 374: 
"3. Breviter si hoc argumentum ad adversae sententiae absolute procedit, tum nulla erit 
repugnantia in terminis et poterit Deus extra se libere velle ac producere quaevis absolute 
impossibilia et implicantia [contradictionum]: Quod absurdorum omnium praecipitium, 
quomodo salva hac consequentia evitari possit; velim ab aliquo doceri." 

33 SD I, 369: "9. Quia tandem sequeretur, nullam esse repugnantiam in terminis, nullam 
implicationem contradictionibus, nihil Deo absolute impossibili. Ut enim nonnulli Dei 
potentiam, Dei rationem et logicam male asylum faciunt contradictionum et absurd- 
orum: sic metuendum ne tandem quis ex hypothesi sententiae adversae et a pari inferat, 
Deum libere posse decernere et secundum decretum facere ut homo sit irrationalis, et 
brutum rationale.” In this context, Voetius refers to his disputations De potentia Dei; on 
this, see below, ch. 11. 

34 SD 1, 369-71, esp. 370. Cf. Rada, Controversiae theologicae, 111, contr. 16, n. 2 (450b-459b). 
Given that Voetius does not strongly condemn Juan Azor's statement, "peccatum 
repugnare rectae rationi, etiamsi nullus esset Deus,” in this context, he presumably under- 
stands it as technical “per impossibile" argument (ad Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and 
Philosophy, 294—95). On “per impossibile" arguments, cf. below, ch.12.4, esp. n. 85. 

35 SD1, 372-77. 

36 Cf. Plato, Euthyphron, 10A: “dpa tò Sotov Örı Borów Eotw pihettau und Tv Bev, 7j Sti pihetrar 
dotdv żotıv”; cf. Oberman, The Harvest of Medieval Theology, 96-98; Meijering, Reformierte 
Scholastik, 126, 212. 

37 SD I, 371: "confirmatione opinionis istius etiam accersita ex disputationibus hodiernis 
Antagonistarum Pelagianismi, inter quos eruditiss. Twissus et Rhaetorfortis … defen- 
dunt, esse aliquid justum, quia Deus vult non contra Deum velle, quia justum est." Voetius 
refers to Twisse, Vindiciae gratiae, 11, sect. 5, crim. 2 (13-14), and Rutherford, Exercitationes 
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that there is no rule, measure, ground, or cause for God's will outside of God.38 
He furthermore reports that Calvin, Perkins, and Polanus appear likewise to 
defend the position that something is just because God wills it.3? Voetius can 
follow this view, as long as one means by it that "nothing precedes God's will, 
neither as a right nor as an attribute in God (whether it be called “justice,” 
“grace,” or *mercy"), according to which God were a debtor and were obliged 
to prevent the sin of rational creatures or to destine and prepare them to grace 
and glory.”* This does not mean, however, that one can call into question 
“whether God's decrees are just" and “whether God can decree things without 
respect of persons and without violation of his justice."^! 

The first objection against the hypothesis of a necessary right in God argues 
that his will would then no longer be the first rule of justice. Voetius fails to 
see this as a problem: "The free will is not the first rule of goodness, justice, and 
right in God, either in his acts ad intra … or in his acts ad extra." *? 

The second objection states that God, who cannot be subject to any obli- 
gation, would then be obliged to do something, given that something would 
be good and just (structurally) prior to his will. Voetius gives an extensive 
response: 


apologeticae pro divina gratia, exercit. 1, cap. 3 (358-61). Cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 485, who 
interprets this passage in Voetius differently. On Twisse, cf. Boersma, A Hot Pepper Corn, 
80-88, on Twisse and Owen, cf. Trueman, The Claims of Truth, 105-u, and on Rutherford, 
cf. Burton, "Rutherford's 'Euthyphro Dilemma." 

38 SD I, 371: “Quod ad Twissum et Rhaetorfortem, non arbitror eos aliquid aliud voluisse, 
quam nullam extra Deum esse regulam, mensuram, rationem, causa Dei voluntate, aut 
Deo volente ac decernente priorem, a qua in liberis decretis (speciatim electionis et rep- 
robationis) dependeat." 

39 SD 1, 371: "Carptim idem axioma indicare videntur Cabvinus..., Perkinsus..., Polanus." 
Voetius refers to Calvin, Institutio (1559), III, 23, 2; Perkins, De praedestinationis modo et 
ordine, [36-41]; Polanus, Syntagma Theologiae, 11, 2, cap. 6, ax. 4 (1158: "Quicquid Deus 
fieri vult, eo ipso quod vult, justum est"), cf. Tipton, “The Ground, Method, and Goal,” ch. 
9.10. On this, cf. also Voetius's letter to Johannes Szydlowski which is reproduced in sp 1, 
388-92 (esp. 388-90); On Szydłowski, cf. above, ch. 9.3. 

4O SD 1, 372: "Quod nihil sit antecedenter ad voluntatem Dei aut juris, aut attributi in Deo 
(sive justitia, sive gratia, sive misericordia appelletur) secundum quod Deus debitor est et 
obligatur creaturae rationali, ad peccatum ipsius impediendum, et ad gratiam ac gloriam 
illi destinandam ac praeparandam, et in tempore conferendam.” 

41 SD 1, 372: "Unde necessario sequitur non esse de decretis illis Dei electione scil. et repro- 
batione comparativa quaerendum, an justa sint, an Deus sic potuerit decernere absque 
npoowroindbia et absque laesione justitiae suae." 

42 SD 1,372: "Voluntas libera non est prima regula bonitatis, justitiae, et juris in Deo; nec in 
actionibus ad intra (quod adversae sententiae autores directe fatentur;) nec in actionibus 
ad extra.” 
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God is not subject to any moral obligation from without (ab extra), since 
heis no one's debtor and since there is no cause outside of God that could 
oblige or determine him. However, he can be (so to speak) “obliged,” but 
not "subjected," from within (ab intra). For he is his own debtor and can- 
not deny himself. Thus, if we turn to divine matters, the Father is obliged 
to love the Son, and he cannot not-love him. Following from the neces- 
sity of his divine nature, the Son is obliged to act from the Father, since 
he cannot not-act from the Father, which operation ought also to be 
instituted outside of God. Likewise, in his acts ad extra, supposing that a 
creature has been made, God is obliged to preserve that creature with his 
perpetual maintenance and his continuous influx (as long as he wills that 
creature to exist), and furthermore to move it as the First Mover and to 
govern it to his glory, Proverbs 16:4; Romans 11:36. This is immutably good 
and just, and God cannot will its opposite.*3 


In the paragraph above, Voetius speaks of a divine self-obligation — not only 
within himself in regard to the three divine "Persons" of the Trinity, but also 


outside of himself in regard to his creatures. Voetius develops this notion fur- 
ther in the responses he gives to the remaining nine objections. God is free as 
Lawgiver, but he is not beyond the law (exlex) in every respect since he, when 
he wills to give commandments (which he is free to do), necessarily gives good 


and just commandments, where, for example, the "justice" of the command- 


ment to love God derives from his “inner nature and goodness."^ Furthermore, 


43 


44 


SD 1, 373: "Deus non subest officio ulli morali ab extra, quia nemini debitor est, nullaque 
causa est extra Deum, quae illum possit obligari aut determinare. Sed ab intra obligare 
potest (ita loquar) non vero subesse: qui sibi ipsi est debitor, nec potest seipsum abnegare. 
Sic pater in divinis obligatur ad amandum filium, non potest enim non amare; filius obli- 
gatur ex necessitate naturae divinae ad operandum a patre, non potest enim non operari 
a patre, quotiescunque operatio extra Deum instituenda est. Sic etiam in actionibus ad 
extra, posito productam esse creaturam, Deus obligatur eam perpetua manutenentia sua 
ac continuo influxu conservare (quamdiu eam esse vult) insuper eandem tanquam pri- 
mus motor movere, et gubernare ad suam gloriam Prov. 16. 4. Rom. n. vers. ult. Hoc immu- 
tabiliter bonum et justum est, cujus oppositum velle non potest." 

SD I, 375: “1. Est exlex a lege, quam figit homini, formaliter scilicet sumendo legem ut lex 
est; sed non est liber et absolutus ab omni materia seu contento legis, ut oppositum ejus 
possit aut praecipere; aut ipse facere ex. gr. ut credat se non esse Deum, et aliis man- 
det hoc credere, opposite scil. ad primum decalogi praeceptum. 2. Ex hypothesi, cum et 
quando vult praecepta dare, necessario dat bona et justa: nec in genere potest facere aut 
velle oppositum. 3. In specie etiam nonnulla dat justa antecedenter ad liberam volun- 
tatem suam, quippe ad quae necessario terminetur, desumta scilicet, ex intrinseca natura 
et bonitate sua: ut loquitur Rada loco supra cit. Qualia sunt in primo Decalogi praecepto." 
On Rada, cf. above, n. 34. 
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there are many - but not all - things which "God could have willed and com- 
manded otherwise" than he actually did.* 

In this context Voetius also considers whether God's will would not become 
dependent on a good that does not depend on the will, since the latter struc- 
turally precedes the will. The response he gives is revealing not only for his line 
of thought, but also for the structure of his entire doctrine of God: 


It is not absurd if someone were to say that God depends on himself, 
if indeed we understand "depend" and "earlier" in a manner that befits 
God, namely, structurally (in signo rationis), without there being compo- 
sition or a real distinction in God. In this way God's indefinite knowledge 
of possible states of affairs, as well as the divine ideas..., are prior to God's 
will and decree. Indeed, all attributes of the first class, and also his intel- 
lect, are prior to God's will. It therefore suffices to avoid the absurdity that 
God depends on something outside of himself or that something good is 
proposed or revealed to us by God independently of his will.... For there 
can be a certain aspect of what is good and just in respect to man that 
structurally precedes God's will.*6 


A number of different aspects of Voetius’s doctrine of God come together in 
this quotation. In the first place, we see once more Voetius’s nuanced con- 
cept of divine simplicitas, which at once excludes the possibility of any divis- 
ible composition existing in God, and leaves room for distinguishing several 
aspects which, according to the conception of the human mind, are mutually 
related according to a certain structural order. Secondly, Voetius refers again to 
the distinction between regulative and operative attributes. Thirdly, he locates 
God's indefinite knowledge of possibles at the structural moment prior to the 
divine will. This allows him at once to avoid God's will becoming dependent 
on external factors and no longer free, and to maintain that the qualities of 


45 SD 1, 375: "Distinximus in disp. nostra de Iure et justitia Dei; multa esse quae Deus aliter 
potuisset velle et mandere, et non tamen omnia." 

46 SD I, 375-76, esp. 376: “Resp. Non est absurdum, si dicatur Deum dependere a seipso: 
siquidem tò dependere et 16 prius 0conpenógc accipiatur, in signo scilicet rationis, absque 
compositione in Deo, aut distinctione reali. Sic scientia indefinita possibilium, item ideae 
divinae (quae non sunt ad intra, nec terminantur in Deo, sed dicunt respectum ad aliud 
quid extra Deum) sunt antecedenter ante voluntatem et decretum. Quin imo omnia 
attributa primi generis, ut et intellectus habent se antecedenter ad Dei voluntatem. 
Sufficit ergo evitari hoc absurdum, quo statueretur dependere Deum ab aliquo extra se, 
aut proponi ac revelari nobis a Deo aliquod bonum independenter a voluntate Dei: inde- 
pendenter dico quod ad revelationem et mandatum. Nam potest esse quaedam ratio boni 
et recti in ordine ad hominem, quae antecedat voluntatem Dei in signo rationis." 
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goodness and justice are regulative for God's will, in particular when it comes 
to his activity pertaining to the human race. 

What does all of this mean for the "Euthyphro dilemma"? The later 
Problemata de Deo (1661 and 1669) is particularly enlightening in this regard.^? 
There Voetius argues against his "censor" Maresius that the commandments 
connected to God's natural right “are not derived proximately from the free 
good pleasure of God's will, but from the perfection and necessity of the divine 
nature." As a result, they are *not just because God has willed them, but God 
willed them because they are just.”*® However, there are also other command- 
ments that are connected to God's free and positive right. Even when these 
commandments belong to God's moral and unchangeable right, they are pre- 
scribed “proximately and immediately on the basis of God's free good pleas- 
ure, and not on the basis of the necessity of the divine nature." They are, so 
Voetius adds, “just because God wills them; nevertheless, he could have willed 
and commanded the opposite without any implication [of a contradiction "^? 

Voetius's nuanced definition means that God wills whatever corresponds 
with his necessary right, which structurally precedes the will, because it is just; 
conversely, whatever corresponds with his free right, which structurally fol- 
lows the divine will, is just because God wills it. It is important to remember, 
however, that God's free right can never conflict with his necessary right. God's 
free right is thus regulated by his necessary right, yet without being deter- 
mined by it. God's good and just will once more shows itself to have a key place 
in this issue, but without ending up in an extreme voluntarism. Necessary and 
contingent ethics go together, so that the "Euthyphro dilemma” really poses no 
dilemma for Voetius at all.5° 


47 SDV, 94-13 (V. Quaest.), esp. 97-98. Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 290, 
also aptly points to this passage; Raath, Cilliers, and Coetzee, "Gysbertus Voetius,” ignore 
it, though. 

48 sD v, 97: “sed non pariter juris naturalis quod ad Deum; ita ut illa praecepta non ex libero 
voluntatis beneplacito proxime derivarentur, sed ex perfectione ac necessitate naturae 
divinae, essentque consequenter non justa, quia Deus voluit, sed voluisse ea, quia justa 
sunt." Note that there are remarkable similarities with Arminius on this point; see Den 
Boer, God's Twofold Love, 81-83. 

49 SDV, 98: “Sunt enim illa [praecepta decalogi] et manent juris moralis et perpetui, et con- 
sequenter naturalis, et non ex necessitate naturae Divinae praescripta sint, et ideo justa 
sint, quia Deus voluit; qui tamen absque implicatione [contradictionis] oppositum velle 
et alicui mandare posset." 

50 To be sure, this assessment is not meant to suggest that by it all questions related to this 
issue are effectively answered. 
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Voetius's fundamental distinction between God's natural and free right, and 
the implications of this distinction, did not go unchallenged. Maresius, for 
instance, objected that if the Decalogue were not the “norm of the natural, per- 
petual, and immutable law,” that norm must instead be sought in “humanity’s 
hotheaded imagination.”>! Voetius responded that the Ten Commandments 
are on the whole the “adequate norm" for human natural right insofar as it is 
revealed in nature and in the form of a written law. However, the Decalogue 
is not an adequate representation of the natural right that is in God himself, 
and much less its adequate norm. God's infinite power is not subjected to the 
Decalogue.?? At this point Voetius refers to Maccovius, who had described 
the first, second, third, seventh, and ninth commandments as "so to speak 
‘natural,” and the fourth, fifth, sixth, eighth, and tenth commandments as “so 
to speak 'positive."53 Like Maccovius, Voetius includes the latter command- 
ments in God's free right, although this does not mean that they must be num- 
bered among the ceremonial or civil laws in every way, which would make 
them mutable.5+ 

As has already been noted above, it was as early as in his 1639 disputation 
De jure et justitia Dei that Voetius identified the fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth 
commandments as not belonging to natural law, thereby distancing himself 
from the position maintained by the commentators of Aquinas's Summa 
theologiae.°° Indeed, Thomas argued that “all moral precepts belong to natural 


51 SDV, 96: “I. Juris naturalis, perpetui, et immutabilis normam non esse decalogum; sed 
eam quaerendam in cerebrosi homuncionis imaginatione." Voetius does not mention 
Maresius by name, but the many implicit references to Maresius, Theologus Paradoxus 
Retectus et Refutatus found in the Problemata de Deo will not have escaped the attention 
of the informed reader, who must have come to the conclusion that the “censor” was 
indeed Maresius. Cf. below, ch. 3.3. In Maresius, Collegium theologicum, loc. 2, nn. 54-55 
(41-42), the French theologian is much more nuanced. 

52 SD V, 96: "Juris naturalis perpetui immutabilis, si attendatur in homine et quod ac qua- 
tenus omni homini tum in natura tum in lege scripta revelatum est ad obedientiam, 
norma adaequata est decalogus: Sed juris naturalis, quod attenditur in Deo, norma 
adaequata non est decalogus, immo ne quidem éxtdmwya et indicium adaequatum: quia 
Dei infinita potestas ac potentia, supremumque et absolutum ejus dominium legibus 
decalogi subjectum non est, nec terminis ejusdem circumscribitur.” 

53 SD V, 96-97; cf. Maccovius, Distinctiones et regulae, cap. 2, n. 4 (25): "Quaedam praecepta 
sunt quasi naturali, adeo, quorum contrarium [Deus] nunquam jubet, quaedam sunt 
quasi positiva, quorum aliquando contrarium jussit." Cf. the extensive quotation from the 
later Franeker edition (1654; the text is identical) in Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and 
Philosophy, 292, n. 21. 

54 — SDV,98:'"Sed hinc non sequitur, omnia illa quae 4. 5. 6. 8. praeceptis decalogi praescriban- 
tur esse juris ambulatorii, et mutabilis, positivi scil. ceremonialis aut forensis Moasaica." 

55 SD 1, 347, with a reference to the commentators on S.Th., I-II, q. 94, aa. 4-5 (ibid., a. 4, 
corp.: "Quantum autem ad secunda praecepta, quae diximus esse quasi quasdam proprias 
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law,’ albeit not in the same way.°® In this context Voetius further notes that 
God's natural right is not the same thing as what Thomas refers to as God's 
"eternal law" (lex aeterna), since there are many practical rules “that God could 
have willed otherwise,” although they are “of eternal and hypothetically neces- 
sary truth.”5” Not everything that is perpetually true and binding is at the same 
time absolutely necessary. 

Voetius included the Sabbath commandment in both of the lists he gave of 
those commandments from the Decalogue that belong to God's free right.5? 
It is worth noting that, notwithstanding his position in the Sabbath contro- 
versy, he applies the criteria for distinguishing between free and necessary 
right consistently, even when it comes to the fourth commandment.°® Against 
Maresius's objections on this point he writes: 


But I have denied and still deny that the fourth commandment, accord- 
ing to which one out of seven days must be hallowed, is derived immedi- 
ately from the nature of God and not from his free good pleasure, so that 
it, as far as it concerns God, would belong to natural right, and so that 
God through the necessity of his nature and perfection could not have 
decided on one out of every six or eight days and have prescribed people 
to hallow [that day] according to his decree.99 


conclusiones propinquas primis principiis, sic lex naturalis non immutatur quin ut in 
pluribus rectum sit semper quod lex naturalis habet"). Cf. 1, 343, and see above, n. 21. 

56 . S.Th. 1-11, q. 100, a. 1, corp.: "necesse est quod omnia praecepta moralia pertineant ad 
legem naturae, sed diversimode." On Thomas, cf. Kluxen, Philosophische Ethik bei Thomas, 
233-37; Hedwig, “Das Isaak-Opfer" esp. 647-51; Wald, “Die Bestimmung der ratio legis"; 
Mandrella, Das Isaak-Opfer, 107-31; Kossel, “Natural Law and Human Law’; Hall, “The Old 
Law and the New Law. 

57 SD 1, 347: "Quia multae sunt regulae practicae quae quidem sunt veritatis aeternae et 
hypothetice necessariae, quas tamen Deus aliter potuisset voluisse et nobis praescrip- 
sisse: quaeque consequenter non sunt juris naturalis divini." Voetius refers to Aquinas, 
S.Th., 1-11, q. 93, a. 1. Cf. also sp v, 94-98. Raath, Cilliers, and Coetzee, "Gysbertus Voetius,” 
129-30, in line with Strehle, Calvinism, Federalism, and Scholasticism, 6-82, unjustly clas- 
sify Thomas as voluntarist and Bonaventure and Scotus as extreme voluntarists. 

58 On this, cf. also Steenblok, Voetius en de Sabbat, 36—46, 205-22; Loonstra, “Natuurwet 
en evangelie in de bezinning op het sabbatsgebod,” 175-79; Raath, Cilliers, and Coetzee, 
"Gysbertus Voetius,” 134-35; Beck, “Basic Features,” 224-25. On the sabbath command- 
ment, cf. also SD 111, 1227-81. 

59 On the sabbath controversy, cf. above, ch. 1.3.3; 3.2. 

60 SDV, 99: “Sed negavi et etiamnum nego, praeceptum quartum de uno ex septenis diebus 
sanctificando, derivari immediate ex natura Dei, et non ex libero ejus beneplacito: ita ut 
sit juris naturalis quod ad Deum, et Deus non potuisset per necessitatem naturae ac per- 
fectionis suae, ex senis, aut octonis diebus unum decernere, et secundum decretum suum 
hominibus sanctificandum praescribere." 
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Voetius does not deny that the Sabbath commandment like all the com- 
mandments of the Decalogue is moral, eternal, and natural with respect to 
humanity. However, it cannot be a part of God's natural right since, if he had 
chosen another day to hallow, there would have been *no repugnance in ter- 
minis" or implied contradiction. The attribute of being Sabbath is not essential 
to one particular day, but is accidental and contingent.®! Here Voetius comes 
remarkably close to the position of Duns Scotus, who did not include the 
Sabbath commandment as a part of natural law in the strictest sense insofar as 
it concerns the "specification to this or that time,” but only insofar as it pertains 
to the worship of God in general.&? Scotus, too, did not consider the command- 
ments of the second table of the Law to belong to natural right or natural law 
in a strict sense, and this in contrast to especially the first two commandments, 
which are necessarily true.53 

In view of Voetius's great proximity to Duns Scotus on this question, it 
comes as no surprise to find him explicitly referring to Scotus in the context of 
his treatment of the dispensation of laws. When he considers whether or not 


61 SDV, 99: “Probet quis esse repugnantiam in terminis, et implicare contradictionem, atque 
adeo simpliciter et absolute Deo impossibilem fuisse diei unius ex senis, aut octonis selec- 
tionem: quomodo, mea sententia, absolute impossibile est mandatum homini aut angelo 
dandum de De non diligendo, ipsi non credendo.” 

62 Scotus, Ordinatio, 111, suppl., dist. 37, in: Wolter, Duns Scotus on the Will and Morality, 278. 
Scotus distinguishes between a natural law in the strict sense (ibid., 276: “Uno modo tam- 
quam prima principia practica nota ex terminis vel conclusiones necessario sequentes 
ex eis et haec strictissime dicuntur de lege naturae") and in a wider sense (ibid., 278: 
"Alio modo dicuntur aliqua esse de lege naturae, quia multum consona illi legi, licet 
non necessario consequatur ex primis principiis practicis quae nota sunt ex terminis 
et omni intellectu necessario nota"). Voetius's definition of natural right corresponds to 
the strict sense of natural law in Scotus, which is sometimes equated with natural right 
by Scotus himself (ibid., 276, 274, 262). On natural law in Scotus, cf. ibid., 1-29, 47-75, 
239-318; Vos, Johannes Duns Scotus, 89-92; Möhle, Ethik als scientia practica, 338-89; 
Stamm, “Die Naturrechtslehre"; Cross, Duns Scotus, 89-95; Vos, "The Scotian Notion of 
Natural Law"; Hare, "Scotus on Morality and Nature"; Mandrella, Das Isaak-Opfer, 132-50; 
Möhle, "Scotus's Theory of Natural Law”; Cezar, Das natürliche Gesetz, esp. ch. 3-5; Vos, 
The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 436-38, 456—57; Vos, The Theology of John Duns Scotus, 
206-11. 

63 Scotus, Ordinatio, 111, suppl., dist. 37, in: Wolter, Duns Scotus on the Will and Morality, 278, 
with reference to the “ius naturale strictissime": “Et non est sic loquendo universaliter de 
omnibus praeceptis secundae tabulae, quia de ratione eorum quae ibi praecipiuntur vel 
prohibentur, non sunt principia practica simpliciter necessaria nec conclusiones simpli- 
citer necessariae... De praeceptis autem primae tabulae secus est, quia illa immediate 
respiciunt Deum pro obiecto. Duo quidem prima, si intelligantur tantum negativa, pri- 
mum scilicet 'Non habebis deos alienos' et secundum 'Non accipies nomen Dei tui in 
vanum, hoc est, ‘non facies Deo irreverentiam, illa sunt de lege naturae stricte sumendo 
legem naturae, quia necessario sequitur ‘Si Deus est, est amandus ut Deus solus." 
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God can dispense or do away with the commandments belonging to natural 
right, Voetius distinguishes three main positions. The first view holds that God 
could dispense with all the commandments of the Decalogue, and was held 
by William of Ockham, Johannes Gerson (1363-1429), Pierre d'Ailly (= Aliaco, 
1351-1420), and Jacques Almain (= Almaynus, d. 1515), among others. The sec- 
ond position was held by Duns Scotus and Gabriel Biel, who maintained that 
God could dispense with the commandments of the second table, as well as 
part of the fourth commandment, since they do not belong to natural law in 
a strict sense. A variant of this position can be found in Durandus de Sancto 
Porciano (1275-1334) and John Major (1467/91550). Finally, according to the 
third view, “all the commandments of the Decalogue are simply and absolutely 
indispensable,’ even in terms of God's potentia absoluta. This final position 
was that of Thomas Aquinas, and was not only held by William of Auxerre 
( Guillelmus Altissiodorensis; d. 1231), Richard of Middleton (- Richardo, ca. 
1249-1308), and Pedro de la Palu (= Paludano, d. 1342), but also — as Suárez 
reported — represented the majority position.4 

Voetius essentially follows Scotus. When it comes to the three well-known 
biblical examples — i.e., God's command to Abraham to sacrifice Isaac 
(Genesis 22:1-12) and to Hosea to marry a prostitute (Hosea 1:2), as well as the 
permission God granted to the people of Israel to rob the Egyptians of their 
silver and gold vessels (Exodus 3:21-22) - Voetius formulates what he considers 
to be the decisive question as follows: 


Can intrinsically evil acts, understood materially, be honoured on the 
basis of the authority of the God who commands, and can their deform- 
ity be separated from them - the reason being that their honourableness 
or turpitude depends on the lordship of God?® 


64  SD1,348-5L esp. 348-49: “Sunt qui statuunt Deum in omnibus praeceptis decalogi posse 
dispensare.... Alii in omnibus praeceptis secundae tabulae ut ex parte in quarto prae- 
cepto, ut Scotus, Gabriel, qui idcirco praecepta illa eximunt a lege naturalis rigide sic 
dicta.... Thomas 1.2. qu. 120. [read: 100] art. 8. cum multis aliis … omnia praecepta deca- 
logi esse simpliciter et absolute indispensabilia, etiam per potentiam Dei absolutam." 
Cf. Suárez, Tractatus de legibus, 11, cap. 15, nn. 16-17 (ed. Berton, v, 148), and on Suárez 
Brieskorn, “Lex aeterna.” Cf. in general on Thomas, Scotus, Ockham, Suárez, and others 
Mandrella, Das Isaak-Opfer, 107-260. 

65 SD I, 349: "Breviter quaerendum est, an actus intrinsece mali, materialiter sumpti per 
autoritatem Dei praecipientis honestari possint, et deformitas eorum ab iis separabilis sit 
quia scil. honestas aut turpitudo ejus pendeat a dominio Dei." 
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Voetius applies this criterion specifically to all the commandments of the 
first table of the Law. For the first and third commandment he excludes this 
possibility in its entirety. The second commandment represents a borderline 
case. However, materially the fourth commandment no doubt belongs to God's 
positive right in its appointment of a specific day. For the fifth commandment, 
honouring one's parents as such could be “changed and dispensed with”; the 
principle of love for one's neighbour latent behind this commandment, how- 
ever, does belong to God's natural right.66 

One feels how Voetius struggles to find a way to understand these biblical 
passages in such a way that God's right, justice, and dependability are not 
called into question.” Once more he appeals to the basic distinction between 
God's necessary and free right. Not all the commandments in the Decalogue 
are necessary for God, at least not in every respect; there are, therefore, dis- 
pensable elements in the Law, although they do not compromise the princip- 
ial validity of these commandments. Elsewhere Voetius even argues that the 
knowability and demonstrability — from the "natural light" — of the command- 
ments of God's free right are not excluded. This is rooted in that God revealed 
to Adam not only his natural right but also his free right, of which "sparks and 
remnants" remained after the fall into sin.98 

What strikes one upon considering Voetius's doctrine of God's right is the 
way he uses the fundamental distinction between necessary and contingent 
right to assume a position which steers a careful course between the Scylla of 
necessitarianism and the Charybdis of extreme voluntarism. God's free wills 
creates room for a contingent ethics, yet without doing away with necessary 
ethics. This gives Voetius a rather remarkable place within the theology of the 
Reformation.®° 


66 SD 1, 349-51; cf. also SD I, 97; V, 100-107. 

67 Elsewhere, Voetius employs the distinction between God's voluntas beneplaciti and 
his voluntas signi or mandati when discussing the sacrifice of Isaac. On this, see above, 
ch. 9.2, n. 14. 

68 SD 1, 346-47: "Dici potest, deducere hoc ex revelatione juris divini non tantum naturalis 
sed et liberi ac positivi ... ante lapsum homini facta in Adamo; cujus scintillae et reliquiae 
aliquae remanserunt post lapsum." 

69 Luther and Melanchthon distinguished not as clearly between decalogue and natural law; 
cf. Strohm, "Naturrecht und Naturgesetz bei Luther und Melanchthon"; Raunio, "Divine 
and Natural Law.” On Musculus and Calvin, cf. Muller, PRRD, 111, 476-83; on the sixteenth 
century in general Scattola, “Das Naturrecht vor dem Naturrecht"; on Spanish late scholas- 
ticism Grunert and Seelmann, Die Ordnung der Praxis, esp. part 11 ("Rechtsphilosophie") 
and part 111 ("Wirkungen"), and on Calvin, Peter Martyr Vermigli, Johannes Althusius, and 
Francis Turretin: Grabill, Rediscovering the Natural Law in Reformed Theological Ethics. 
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In the first part of the disputation De iure et iustitia Dei (1639), Voetius devotes 
a separate section to the iustitia Dei."? Voetius distinguishes between God's 
justice as a general virtue and as a special virtue. As a general virtue, it corre- 
sponds to God's goodness, holiness, and purity. As special virtue, however, it is 
"God's virtue by which he gives to each what is his right." God's justice is thus 
based on his right and depends on it.” 

In this sense, God's justice comes to expression in his words and acts. The 
justice of God's words is evident in the equity of his commandments and in 
the truth and "rightness" of what he speaks, whether they be statutes, prom- 
ises, or threats.” The justice of God's acts, in contrast, is purely distributive, 
as God distributes "to each his own, as it is right." The object and effect of this 
righteousness is “jurisdiction” (dia/wua), while its teleological object (objec- 
tum occupans) can be God and his glory — since God too receives what is his 
right — or creatures. It is thus twofold, and concerns either the justice of his 
world government, or else his righteous jurisdiction or the justice of the judg- 
ment he renders.” 

The justice of God's government of the world means that he "establishes 
and directs all his acts in the creation and government [of this world] by 
virtue of his most high equity according to the measure of his natural right 
and ‘rectitude,” so that he neither is “the author of any sin or injustice" nor 


70 SD I, 357-645 cf. SD v, 93-94. Cf. on this also Loonstra, “De leer van God en Christus in 
de Nadere Reformatie," 120-22. Unlike the title suggests, Raath, Cilliers, and Coetzee, 
“Gysbertus Voetius,” do not go into this matter; neither does Goudriaan, Reformed 
Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 288-96, who deliberately concentrates on divine law. The 
interpretation found in Weber, Reformation, Orthodoxie und Rationalismus, 11, 122-23, 
204-5, is imprecise and not devoid of unnecessary polemics. 

71  SDI,357: “justitia aliquando concipitur, tanquam virtus universalis, et sic idem est quod 
bonitas, sanctitas, et puritas Dei. Aliquando tanquam virtus particularis; atque ita hic 
sumitur et definitur, virtus Dei jus suum cuique tribuens." Cf. 1, 358: “Tus seu 8uatícpa ... 
distinguendum est, a jure quod in Deo spectatur et quasi norma justitiae illius.” Cf. above, 
n.10. 

72 SD 1, 357: “Estque [justitia] vel in dictis vel in factis. Illa est cum oratio assensum audi- 
torum requirens et a nimo [read: animo] ipsius, et rectae rationi, et rei consentanea est: 
adeo ut in mandatis sit aequitas, et enuntiationibus sive dogmatum, sive promissionum 
aut minarum veritas ac rectitudo." Voetius refers to 2 Tim. 2:13; Heb. 10:273; Rom. 3:3-7. 

73 SD1, 358: "Iustitia in factis est mere distributativa … qua suum cuique, ut conveniens est, 
distribuit. Ejus objectum et effectus est jus dıxalwua; objectum occupans (qui et finis cui) 
est tum Deus ipse, seu Dei gloria: tum creatura. Estque haec duplex vel regiminis (seu cre- 
ationis ac gubernationis judicandorum) vel jurisdictionis, seu judicii" Cf. Muller, PRRD, 
111, 487-88, on Perkins, Edward Leigh, and Owen. 
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“mingles any departure from what is right and just in his acts.""^ With the jus- 
tice of his judgment, God rewards every work according to what it deserves; 
in support of this point, Voetius appeals to Romans 2:6-10, Jeremiah 17:10, and 
2 Thessalonians 1:5./5 Depending on the work, his justice is either remunera- 
tive (remunerativa) or corrective (correctiva), the latter being further divided 
into disciplinary, preparatory, and vindictive justice."9 

In view of the challenge represented by the Socinians in his day, Voetius 
occupies himself in particular with God's vindictive justice. His vindictive jus- 
tice is connected to his essence and does not depend on his will, although in 
relation to its objects it is a relational attribute, thereby making it hypothetical 
from its very point of departure: God's vindictive justice applies only where 
punishment is due. From this perspective, vindictive justice thus presupposes 
the existence of a sinful creature.7? 

Voetius formulates the debated issue in the following question: 


Is [the vindictive justice] in God necessary — as far as its point of depar- 
ture or exercise is concerned, that is, so that God necessarily punishes sin 
whenever it is committed?78 


The issue thus revolves around the question whether God exercises his vindic- 
tive justice necessarily whenever there is occasion to exercise it. As Voetius goes 
on to remark, this question is connected to the debates surrounding Christ's 
satisfaction and the doctrine of justification — more specifically, the question 


74  §D1,358: “Illa est, qua omnes suas actiones in creatione et gubernatione ad juris et rectitu- 
dinis suae naturalis normam summa aequitate instituit ac dirigit Psal. 33. 4. adeo ut neque 
peccati aut injustitiae alicujus autor sit Jacob. 1. 13. 1. Joh. 1. 5. neque actionibus suis ullam 
declinationem a recto et justo admisceat. Rom. 3. 5. 6. coll. cum Jacob. 1. 17.” 

75  SD1,358: "Iustitia judicii est, quae secundum opera mercedem retribuit." 

76 SD 1, 358: "Estque haec duplex vel remunerativa seu praemians secundum gratuitam 
promissionem erga bene agentes. 2. Timoth. 4.8. Vel correctiva erga male agentes. Quam 
rursus possumus distinguere tripliciter in castigantem seu emendantem.... In praeparan- 
tem.... Denique in vindicantem seu punitivam proprie et stricte sic dictam, quam exercet 
erga reprobos.” 

77 SD 1,358: “Adjuncta seu propria hujus justitiae punitivae sunt. 1. quod Deo sit essentialis 
et necessaria (quomodo et reliqua Dei attributa) atque adeo realiter idem sit cum Deo. 2. 
Quod consequenter non dependeat a libera Dei voluntate: quasi scil. esset effectum ali- 
quod voluntatis divinae. 3. Quod sit attributum relativum: et, quod ad egressum sui, hypo- 
theticam: neque enim in actum exit, nisi posita creatura ejusque peccato: haut aliter ac 
misericordia respicit miseriam creaturae, vel actualem, vel futuram vel possibilem." 

78 SD1, 360-64, esp. 360: "De justitia Dei punitiva hodie controvertitur, an illa in Deo sit ne- 
cessaria, quod ad egressum scil. seu exercitium: ita ut Deus necessario puniat peccatum, 
quandocunque illud commissum fuerit" Cf. sp 11, 238-42. 
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as to whether or not Christ's satisfaction and righteousness were absolutely 
necessary according to a necessity of the divine nature, or whether they were 
only hypothetically necessary upon the assumption of the existence of the 
divine decree and the threat of penal law.”9 The Socinians deny the necessity 
in all of these cases.8° 

Voetius recognizes three basic positions among the orthodox theologians. 
The first states that Christ's satisfaction is necessary only on the basis of God's 
natural right, making forgiveness of sins simply impossible without satisfac- 
tion. According to the second view, the satisfaction is only hypothetically nec- 
essary for Adam on the assumption of the decree and matching penal law, so 
that another way of salvation would have been possible — even if in the present 
circumstances it is impossible. Finally, there are other theologians who recog- 
nize no necessity at all in regard to Christ's satisfaction; one small word or wink 
from God would have sufficed to suspend the entire work of satisfaction.?! 

With the exception of a reference to William Twisse, Voetius does not indi- 
cate in this disputation which theologians defend which position. In the sec- 
ond part of the disputation Problematum de merito Christi (1650), however, he 
returns to the issue and this time his treatment includes a long list of propo- 
nents for each of the respective positions, although here he hardly seems to 
distinguish between the second and third.8* Theodore Beza is identified as 


79 SD 1, 360: "Unde dependet controversiae in loc. comm. de satisfactione Christi, et de 
Justificatione determinandae; An satisfactio et justitia Christi fuerit necessaria; sive abso- 
lute ex necessitate naturae divinae quia justitia est Deo essentialis et naturalis, sive hypo- 
thetice ex supposito Dei de comminatione legis poenalis." 

80 SD 1, 360. On the Socinian controversy, cf. Fock, Der Sozinianismus, esp. 446-54; Kühler, 
Het Socinianisme, esp. 213-27; Van Slee, De geschiedenis van het socinianisme; Van Wyk, 
Die versoeningsleer in die Rakouer Kategismus; De Groot, "Sozinianismus"; Hofmeyr, 
Johannes Hoornbeeck as polemikus, 130-39; De Groot, “Die Aufnahme des Sozinianismus"; 
de Groot, “Faustus Socinus en Nederland"; Janse, “Gereformeerd antisocianisme"; 
Mulsow and Rohls, Socinianism and Arminianism, esp. part 1 and 111; Vollhardt, Religiöser 
Nonkonformismus. 

81  sD1,360:“Ex Orthodoxis sunt qui affirmant absolute et simpliciter satisfactionem jure Dei 
naturali esse necessariam; et consequenter remissionem peccati absque interventu satis- 
factionis esse simpliciter impossibilem, quippe naturae Dei repugnantem. Alii defendunt 
hypothetice ex suppositione decreti et legis poenalis Adamo latae esse necessariam: ideo- 
que alium redemptionis modum fuisse et nunc esse impossibilem. Alii denique videntur 
nullam necessitatem satisfactionis agnoscere; sed a verbulo aut nutu Dei (ut loquuntur) 
totum opus redemptionis suspendere" In sp 1, 361, Voetius refers to Twisse, Vindiciae 
gratiae, 1, pars 2, sect. 25, digr. 8 (198-207). On Twisse and Richard Baxter, cf. Boersma, 
A Hot Pepper Corn, 84-88, 129-130, 490-97; on Owen and Twisse Trueman, The Claims 
of Truth, 105-15; Trueman, “John Ower's Dissertation on Divine Justice"; on Owen, Twisse, 
Rutherford, and Turretin, see Muller, PRRD, III, 490-97. 

82 SD II, 238-42. 
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the main representative of the first position, followed by the Reformed the- 
ologians Johannes Piscator (1546-1625), Sibrandus Lubbertus (ca. 1555-1626), 
Hermann Ravensperger (1586-1625), Franciscus Junius the Elder (1545-1602), 
Andreas Rivetus (1572-1651) Johannes Maccovius (1588-1644), Andreas 
Essenius (1618-1677), as well as the Leiden Synopsis purioris theologiae (1625), 
and even the Catholic bishop Cornelius Jansenius.®? Other theologians includ- 
ing Melanchthon, Christoph Pezel (1539-1604), Georg Sohn (1551-1589), and 
Daniel Tilenus (1563-1633) cannot be categorically subsumed under one or 
the other view. For the second or third views, Voetius's list includes Cyprian, 
Augustine (in part), Athanasius, Wolfgang Musculus (1497-1563), Calvin, 
Zanchi, and especially Twisse. The majority of Catholic theologians must also 
be added to this latter group.®* 

Voetius states that he himself is inclined to the first position, although he 
remains careful. Accordingly, he states that he "cannot see yet" why the tradi- 
tional view handed down by the opponents of the Socinians would no longer 
be valid. This possibly witnesses an uncertainty on the part of Voetius as to 
what to make of the view promoted by Twisse in his Vindiciae gratiae (1623), 
a theologian for whom he had great esteem.55 Regardless, Voetius introduces 


83 SD II, 238-42, esp. 239-40. There, Voetius quotes extensively from Bezas Homiliae de 
Resurrectione Christi; see Beza, Sermons sur l'histoire de la résurrection, homil. 9 (261-62). 
In sp 11, 239, he refers to Jansenius, Augustinus, 11, lib. 3, cap. 2 [read: 3] (891-96); cf. 
ibid., 891a: "Ad illud alterum vero quo dicitur, Deum pro sua posse misericordia peccata 
dimittere, facilis responsio est: ipsam dimissionem non sine punitione poenitenti tribui, 
quamvis mitiori, quam delicta mereantur" This disputation was defended before the pub- 
lication of Owen, Diatriba de justitia divina (1653; English: Dissertation on Divine Justice, 
1652). On Voetius's ecclesiological controversy with Jansenius, see above, ch. 1.3.4. 

84 sD 11, 238-39; Voetius refers to Musculus, Loci communes, loc. de iustificatione, cap. 3 
(266-67); Calvin, Comm. in Joh. 15:13 (CR 75, 344-45): "Poterat nos Deus verbo aut nutu 
redimere, nisi aliter nostra causa visum esset, ut proprio et unigenito filio non parcens, 
testatum faceret in eius persona quantam habeat salutis nostrae curam" (cf. the third 
position); Zanchi, De incarnatione Filii Dei (Heidelberg, 1593), 11, cap. 3, q. 1, th. 1: "servare 
nos poterat solo suo imperio peccata simpliciter, ex sua misericordia condonando” (92, 
see also Opera, VIII, 45; Voetius reads: “… per solam suam misericordiam condonando"); 
Twisse, Vindiciae gratiae, 1, pars 2, sect. 25, digr. 8 (198-207), esp. 199: "Nobis itaque vide- 
tur asserendum posse Deum, pro potentia sua absoluta, peccata remittere, quamvis nulla 
intercessisset, per mortum Christi Salvatoris, pro peccatis satisfactio. Nec omnino nobis 
probari potest illud Piscatoris, Deum scilicet extra se agere aliquid ex absoluta et natu- 
rali necessitate, nempe punitionem peccatorum, cuius rei demonstrationem cum Deo sic 
aggredior" 

85 Cf. SD 1, 360-61, esp. 360: “Nos nondum videmus rationes, cur receptam a pluribus 
Socinismi Antagonistis sententiam deserere ... debeamus"; 11, 239-40. 
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four arguments in favour of the first view, while admitting that they may in fact 
favour the second even more.86 

The first argument appeals to the relevant biblical passages and their exe- 
getical tradition.?" In the second place, Voetius appeals to the general, natural 
knowledge of God as the governor, judge, and saviour of the world testified in 
Romans 1:32, and to the natural knowledge referred to in Romans 2:15 which 
leaves humanity without excuse.5? The third argument states that the rejection 
of the first view listed by Voetius implies the absurd consequence that God 
could also be understood as the opposite of the attribute of justice, namely, 
as unjust. Here Voetius refutes the nominalist negation of God's essential 
attributes.8° Finally, the fourth argument proposes that one could derive a pos- 
teriori from Romans 3:25-26 that there could be no forgiveness without satis- 
faction, since God gave his only Son and *moved heaven and earth in order to 
accomplish that wonderful work of redemption.’9° 

Following these four arguments in favour of the first view, Voetius provides 
four "sources of the solution" ( fontes solutionum). Fundamental is the distinc- 
tion between the act of the will which acts according to the necessity of God's 
nature but remains concomitantly free, and the act of the will ^with which he 
with indifference and freedom antecedently wills something, whose opposite 
he could [also] have willed." In this context Voetius further emphasizes that a 
relational attribute of God is always hypothetically necessary in its relation- 
ship to created beings.?! 


86  SD1,360: “Sint ergo argumenta haec pro sententia affirmante, quae si omnia non tenent 
pro prima ejus explicatione, saltem tenebunt pro secunda.” Cf. also Voetius's wavering 
in SD II, 240—41, and cf. sp 1, 429: “XXXVI. An alio modo potuerit nos redimere quam 
per passionem et satisfactionem? Resp[ondetur] Afflirmatur] ad 3. qu. 46. artic. 2. Nos 
incl[inamus] in Neg[atur] cum dist[inctione |.” 

87 _sD 1, 360 refers to Isa. 114; 33:14; Hab. 112-13; 2 Thess. 1:6; Exod. 34:7; Ps. 5:5-6; Exod. 20:5; 
Deut. 4:24; Heb. 10:30-31; 12:29; Rom. 2:2-5; 3:6; 12:19; Num. 1438; Nah. 1:3. On the question 
of dicta probantia, cf. Muller, PRRD, 11, 509-20. 

88  snr,360-61. Read “Rom. 2.15” instead of “Rom. 2.16.” 

89 SD 1, 361: “111. Arg. Sequeretur hoc absurdum: quod Deus posset concipi sub opposito 
hujus attributi, injustus sc. Atqui hoc fieri non potest sine abnegatione Dei.” 

go  SDI, 361: “IV. Arg. Videtur a posteriori id etiam pie colligi posse et huc facere Rom. 3. 25.26. 
quod sc. Deus dederit filium unicum, et commoverit coelum et terram, ut admirabili illo 
opere redemptionis defungeretur.” 

91 SD 1, 361: “2. Distingue volitionem seu actum voluntatis divinae quo vult quid ex neces- 
sitate naturae seu jure naturali et tamen libere concomitanter: a volitione qua vult per 
indifferentiam et libere antecedenter, cujus sc. oppositum potuisset velle.... 4. Egressus 
attributi divini relativi, quod respectum habet ad creaturas est necessarius ex hypothesi 
et positis ponendis." Cf. above, ch. 9.2., nn. 5 and 6. 
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When he goes on to refute his opponents, Voetius emphasizes once again 
that God acts freely ad extra when it comes to Christ's satisfaction, but still 
necessarily acts “in a divine manner and in agreement with his nature.’ 
Analogically, God freely wills to create this or that person; but when he wills to 
do so, it is necessary that he create him or her as a rational creature. This exam- 
ple makes it clear one more time that also for Voetius the necessity of Christ's 
satisfaction is in the end a hypothetical necessity.?? The debate is not about the 
necessity of the satisfaction as such, but about whether the forgiveness of sins 
would be compatible with God's essential justice if satisfaction were not made, 
or, in other words, whether satisfaction was hypothetically necessary assuming 
the existence of sin and God's intention to forgive it.?® Voetius answers in the 
affirmative, and thereby emphasizes that the relationship between God's for- 
giveness and the satisfaction won by Christ is absolutely necessary. It is clear 
as well that Voetius's motives are soteriological in nature. Especially in the 
Socinian view, which an increasing number of Remonstrants are beginning to 
favour, Voetius sees an attack on the classical doctrine of satisfaction with dire 
consequences for humanity's salvation and God's glory.9?^ 


10.4 Summary 


The structure of Voetius's doctrine of divine right and justice is determined 
especially by the basic distinction between God's necessary and free right. 
God's right as a disposition of his will is regulated by his essential attributes. 
Therefore, God can "establish" no right that conflicts with itself or with God's 
nature. In this respect, God's right is necessary, and on the basis of God's nature 


92  SDI, 361-64, esp. 362: "Deus cum ad extra libere operatur, necessario divino modo et con- 
venienter suae naturae operatur. e.gr. cum libere producit hunc aut istum hominem, nec- 
essarium est ut producat ratione praeditum: aut si libere velit angelo aut homini aliquid 
revelare, necessarium est revelet, veritatem: aut si libere producat mundum, necessarium 
est, ut eum gubernet." 

93 Also in Anselm's Cur Deus homo the incarnation is only a hypothetical necessity, regardless 
of all differences compared to Voetius's later position. On this interpretation of Anslem 
see Plasger, Die Not-Wendigkeit der Gerechtigkeit, 158—61, and the discussion in Den Bok, 
"Hoe God weer eer krijgt van zijn werk”; Van den Brink, “Eerherstel voor Anselmus"; Den 
Bok, “Droeg hij onze straf?"; Van den Brink, “Verzoening als motief voor de menswording”; 
and on hypothetical necessity, above, ch. 9.5, n. 121. 

94 For a similar assessment of this debate, cf. Trueman, “John Owens Dissertation on Divine 
Justice"; Muller, PRRD, III, 490-96; and for a more positive assessment of the Socinians 
Harnack, Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, 111, 765-808 (“Die Ausgánge des Dogmas im 
Antitrinitarismus und Socinianismus"). 
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it furthermore imposes an obligation upon him with respect to both himself 
and his creatures. All the same, God remains free to “establish” or not “estab- 
lish" one or another right as long as it involves no contradiction with itself or 
God's essence. In that respect, God's right is positive; it is free and contingent. 
Furthermore, God's contingent right may well be regulated by his necessary 
right, but it is not determined by it. Just as with the distinction between God's 
necessary and free knowledge, the divine will functions once more as a kind of 
hinge. For the “Euthyphro dilemma” this means that God wills whatever corre- 
sponds with his necessary right (which is structurally prior to his will) because 
it is right, while whatever corresponds with his free right (which structurally 
follows God's will) is right because he wills it. 

The fundamental distinction between God's necessary and free or contin- 
gent right is mirrored in his commandments as well. The commandment to 
love God, for example, derives from necessary right, while a number of other 
commandments such as that of the Sabbath are in certain aspects at least 
"established" on the basis of God's free right. Here, as with the question as to 
whether God can undo certain commandments, Voetius shows himself to be 
remarkably close to Duns Scotus. 

God's justice is based on and depends on his right. In view of the Socinian 
controversies, Voetius gives a particularly in-depth treatment of one aspect of 
divine justice, namely, God's vindictive justice. There he emphasizes especially 
against William Twisse that God's essential justice makes the forgiveness of 
sins impossible without satisfaction. For Voetius, therefore, given the assump- 
tion of sin and God's intention to forgive it, Christ's satisfaction is hypotheti- 
cally necessary — that is, the relationship between forgiveness and satisfaction 
is absolutely necessary. Voetius is motivated above all by soteriological con- 
cerns: in light of the salvation of the human race and the glory of God, the clas- 
sical doctrine of atonement must be defended in the face of Socinian attacks. 


CHAPTER 11 


God's Power 


111 Introduction 


As we have seen, Voetius understands God’s right and justice as dispositions 
or virtues of the divine will. Within the structure of his doctrine of God, it is 
not God’s knowledge, but his good and just will that is the preparatory and 
immanent cause of created reality. God effects what he wills with his potentia, 
which is the “cause that executes and acts externally and in time, according to 
the eternal and internal decree of his will”! As an executive power, the potentia 
Dei follows the will and effects whatever the will wills. Not the divine will, but 
the divine power is the efficient principle of activity. 


„u 


As a noun deriving from the verb “posse,” “potentia” can mean “possibility” 


or “capacity”; another common translation is “power.” Potentia often means 
simply “being able,” just like "scientia" not infrequently stands for ‘knowing’ 
rather than “science.” “Po[te|sse,” however, is distinguished from "scire" and 
“velle” in that it is modal verb, which means that it can be applied to the latter 
two verbs. In fact, “being able to know” and “being able to will” are important 
concepts in the doctrines of God’s knowledge and will. As a divine attribute, 
the potentia Dei follows God's knowledge and will and refers to God's “being 
able to act" (posse agere): God can and does execute what he wills.? 

The first volume of Voetius's Selectae disputationes (1648) includes a lengthy, 
four-part disputation De potentia Dei deque possibili et impossibili (1644). 


1 SD V, 91: "Utrum voluntas Dei sit causa rerum? A[ffirmatur] c[um] D[istinctione]. Praeposita 
aliqua distinctione inter voluntatem et potentiam, sub distinctione respondemus, volun- 
tatem esse causam praeparantem: potentiam esse causam externe et in tempore secundum 
aeternum et internum voluntatis decretum exequentem atque operantem. Ephes. 1. v. 11. cum 
vers. 19.” Cf. SD 1, 407-8 (Probl. 3). In spite of the various nuances the word “potentia” can have 
(see below), in what follows I have chosen to render it consistently as “power” — where it is 
important to note that the English “power” does have a wider semantic range than the Latin 
"potentia." Thus "potentia" means power in the sense of “the capacity to effect something or 
of exercising and efficacy or efficiency in action," while potestas means power "in the sense 
of rule or dominion’; see Muller, Dictionary, s.v. 

2 See Vos, Johannes Duns Scotus, 234, and cf. sp 1, 403: In God there is potentia activa, “hoc est, 
posse agere." 

3 SD 1, 402-34; this series of disputations comprises 45 pages in total, while pages 408-17 are 
counted twice due to a mistake in the pagination (in what follows, pages that are counted 
twice are marked with an asterisk). Cf. Syllabus, Gir- G1v; sD V, 113-23; Catechisatie, 307-9. On 
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As the title indicates, this disputation in fact treats two separate but narrowly 
connected themes. It begins by considering the potentia Dei as a divine attrib- 
ute, and then examines the object or the extent of God's power, which includes 
all possibles (possibile) while excluding the impossible (impossibile). This 
chapter will first consider God's power as a relational attribute (chapter 11.2), 
with a separate section on the well-known distinction between God's absolute 
and ordained power (chapter 11.3). The remaining issue of the object of God's 
power will be treated in a final section (chapter 11.4).* 


11.2 God’s Power as a Relational Attribute 


Voetius opens his discussion by recalling that God is “a simply (simpliciter) and 
absolutely necessary, perfect, immutable being, and pure act." This definition 
implies that the majority of Aristotelian potentiae cannot be ascribed to God. 
Neither the potentia objectiva (i.e., "being able to be"), nor the potentia subjec- 
tiva seu passiva (i.e., “being able to suffer”), nor the potentia defectiva, nor the 
potentia metaphysica (insofar as it is opposed to act) have a place in the doc- 
trine of God. The only potentiae that can be predicated of God are logical possi- 
bility (potentia logica) — or, in other words the “non-repugnance of terms when 
something can be ascribed to God without contradiction" — and active power 
(potentia activa; i.e., "being able to act").5 Thus, all potentiae opposed to act in 
Aristotelian metaphysics must be excluded. Given that God is actus purissimus 
in his essence, any kind of passive power (potentia passiva) is incompatible 
with him.9 By ascribing to God an active power (potentia activa) and logical 


potentia Dei in Voetius, cf. Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” with translation and commentary 
on SD I, 402-9 (Raath, Cilliers, and Coetzee, “Gysbertus Voetius,” 141-44, are dependant on 
this work); Beck, “Basic Features,” 225. 

4 SD I, 402: "Melioris doctrinae causa agemus 1. De attributo potentiae. 11. De objecto ejusdem, 
seu quousque se extendat; hoc est, de possibili et impossibili." The first topic is discussed in sp 
I, 402-8, the second one in SD 1, 408-34. 

5 SD 1, 403: "praemonemus notiones potentiae objectivae, hoc est, tod posse esse, aut poten- 
tiae subjectivae passivae, hoc est toô posse pati aut recipere, aut potentiae defectivae, aut 
denique potentiae cujuscunque Metaphysicae quae et quatenus actui contra-distinguitur, in 
Deo locum non habere; cum [Deus] sit ens simpliciter et absolute necessarium, perfectum, 
immutabile, actusque purissimus; sed tantum notiones potentiae logicae, seu non repug- 
nantiae in terminis, quando Deo sine contradictione quid tribui potest; et potentiae activae, 
hoc est, posse agere." Cf. Goclenius, Lexicon philosophicum, s.v. “potentia” (837b-843b); Voet, 
Prima philosophia reformata, cap. 16 (358-85). On the different kinds of "potentia," cf., for 
instance, Vos et al., “Duns in Potency.” 

6 Cf Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 25, a. 1, co: “duplex est potentia, scilicet passiva, quae nullo modo 
est in Deo; et activa, quam oportet in Deo summe ponere. Manifestum est enim quod 


GOD'S POWER 417 


possibility (potentia logica), Voetius not only breaks through the Aristotelian 
act-potency dichotomy but also adopts a Scotist innovation in his definition of 
potentia logica as the non-repugnance of terms." Voetius uses the criterion of 
non-repugnance in particular to define the boundaries of God's power, which 
he addresses in the latter half of his four-part disputation. God's potentia activa 
refers to his capacity to act. 

Voetius's next step is to distinguish various categories within God's actions. 
A first distinction is to be maintained between God's actions "toward the 
inside" (ad intra) — i.e., toward God himself — and his acts “toward the out- 
side" (ad extra). As respective examples, Voetius notes that God wills himself 
and that he wills his creatures.? Secondly, God's actions can be either personal 
or “notional,” that is, specific to one divine “Person” or common to the three 
“Persons.” With this, it becomes clear once more that Voetius's doctrine of the 
divine attributes is also a doctrine of the Triune God. A remarkable element is 
that Voetius breaks with the traditional rule “opera Trinitatis ad extra indivisa 
sunt,” and applies the distinction between personal and common actions even 
to the actions ad extra.? The third and final distinction is that between imma- 
nent or internal actions and emanant or external actions. In contrast to the 
"external" actions, “internal” actions take place “within” God and are intramen- 
tal. "Understanding and willing creatures" or “decreeing something in regard 
to a creature" are internal actions, even though they are directed toward the 
outside. External actions are extramental and take place “outside of" God.!° 


unumquodque, secundum quod est actu et perfectum, secundum hoc est principium 
activum alicuius, patitur autem unumquodque, secundum quod est deficiens et imper- 
fectum. Ostensum est autem supra [cf. q. 3, a. 1; q. 4, aa. 1-2] quod Deus est purus actus, et 
simpliciter et universaliter perfectus; neque in eo aliqua imperfectio locum habet." 

7 Cf. Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 39, qq. 1-5, n. 51 (ed. Vat., XVII, 495-96; CF, 18-23); Ordinatio, 1, 
d. 39, qq. 1-5, n. 16 (ed. Vat., vr, 418): "Hanc etiam potentiam realem activam (priorem 
naturaliter ipso quod producit) concomitatur potentia logica, quae est non-repugnantia 
terminorum." On potentia logica, cf. Vos et al., CF, 16-19; Deku, "Possibile Logicum"; 
Honnefelder, Scientia transcendens, s.v.; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 185-89; 
above, ch. 8.2, n. 13. 

8 SD 1, 403: "Distinguuntur actiones Dei in eas quae ad intra, et quae ad extra, ut intelligere 
etvelle Dei quo seipsum, et quo alio a se intelligit ac vult; quorum illud est ad intra, termi- 
natur enim in Deo; hoc vero ad extra, quia terminatur in creaturis." 

9 SD 1, 403: "Rursum dividuntur in notionales seu personales et in communes.... Assumere 
humanam naturam, est actio personalis externa, et ad extra.” Cf., however, sp v, 115, where 
Voetius distinguishes between "tum communis seu essentialis" and "tum propria seu per- 
sonalis" only with respect to the "actio ad intra." On the mentioned rule, cf. Augustine, De 
Trinitate, 1, 4, 7; 1, 5, 8; cf. DH (= DS) 491, 531, 535, 571. Possibly, Voetius is only concerned 
with appropriations in SD I, 403. 

10 SD I, 403: "Utraeque rursum in immanentes seu internas, et emanantes seu externas.” 
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These three distinctions can be mutually applied, with one exception: there 
are no inwardly directed (ad intra) actions that are at the same time external 
(externa)." A total of ten different combinations is therefore possible. Voetius 
is particularly concerned not to confuse "internal" actions with actions "toward 
the inside.” For, as he notes, it is this kind of a confusion that is involved in 
Vorstius's attack on God's simplicity (simplicitas) in order to maintain the free- 
dom of God's acts and the contingency of creation. Voetius finds this strat- 
egy not only most unfitting, but also entirely unnecessary. For if you recall 
that “not every internal action is ad intra,’ you can maintain the necessity of 
God's actions ad intra resulting from the divine essence, while recognizing at 
one and the same time that his internal and external actions ad extra are free 
and contingent.!? 

Applied to the potentia Dei, these distinctions mean that one can distin- 
guish within God's active power between an internal and external power, 
between inwardly and outwardly directed powers, and between powers that are 
common to all persons of the Trinity and those specific to one person. God's 
"power" properly speaking, however, is his outwardly directed and externally 
executed power, and in the rest of the disputation Voetius understands the con- 
cept of “power” in this sense. God's power in a proper sense is thus not directed 
toward God himself, and it is structurally located posterior to his knowledge 
and will. As such, it belongs to the second class of God's divine attributes, 
or his life (vita Dei). Strictly and properly understood, as Voetius maintains 
against William Ames, the potentia Dei as it relates to creatures is ontically not 


11 SD V, 115: "Omnis actio Dei ad intra est interna: sed omnis interna non est ad intra, hoc est 
quae terminetur in Deo, seu pro objecto habeat ipsum Deum.” This quote at once spec- 
ifies Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,’ 56, n. 6. Cf. the examples in sp 1, 403: "Sic generare, 
spirare sunt actiones personales immanentes et ad intra; intelligere et velle seipsum sunt 
actiones communes immanentes et ad intra. Intelligere, et velle creaturas, seu decernere 
quid de creaturis sunt actiones communes, immanentes seu internae et ad extra: Sic 
mundum diligere, ut semetipsum velit dare, et mitti in mundum pro mundi vita, quod soli 
filio tribuitur, est actio personalis immanens, sed ad extra; Assumere humanam naturam, 
est actio personalis externa, et ad extra; Creare, conservare, gubernare mundum, salvare 
electos sunt actiones communes, externae seu emanantes, et ad extra." 

12 Cf. sp v, 13-15 (esp. 114: "Non videtur [Vorstius] scivisse, aut voluisse distinguere inter 
actionem Dei internam seu immanentem, et actionem Dei ad intra"; cf. above, n. 11) with 
1, 249 [= 239]-241. Cf. Vorstius, Tractatus Theologicus de Deo, disp. 4, n. 10 (31); notae ad 
disp. 4 (316-17; Voetius mistakenly refers to pp. 216—17, due to a pagination error in the 1610 
edition). Cf. also Beck, “Basic Features,” 221-22; Muller, “God as Absolute and Relative.” 

13 SD 1, 403; On the distinction between "attributa primi generis" and "secundi generis" or 
"essentia" and “vita” cf. sD v, 61, and above, ch. 8.1. 
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to be considered as a part of God's nature. For Voetius, God's potentia properly 
speaking is thus a relational attribute.4 

Voetius considers four questions pertaining to the potentia Dei — where, in 
light of the above, the latter is understood strictly as God's external and out- 
wardly directed power to act, involving “an inward relationship to his crea- 
tures." These four questions, the first two of which derive from the traditional 
an sit — quid sit — quis sit structure,” are as follows: Is it in God (An sit in Deo)? 
What is it (Quid sit)? How-many-fold is it (Quotuplex sit)? Of what kind is it 
(Qualis sit)?16 

The first question is not a purely *academic" one. Voetius is convinced 
that, under the weight of the Aristotelian concept of potency, the Dominican 
Thomas Cajetan (1469-1534) and the Jesuit Gregory of Valencia (1549-1603) 
deny that this active power to act in relation to creation can be ascribed to 
God." In order to refute them, Voetius not only appeals to a number of biblical 
texts, but also adduces three further arguments. The first and third arguments 
are based on the traditional principle of perfection: a most perfect being has a 
most complete principle of activity, which in turn implies a most active power; 
moreover, the concepts "acting" and "being able to act" do not imply imper- 
fection, so that they can indeed be ascribed to God. The second argument is 
founded on a principle of activity: God's external acts ad extra (e.g., creation) 
presuppose that he has a matching power to act.!® Voetius concedes to his 
opponents that "the principles of things should not be multiplied unnecessar- 
ily" in God, but adds that his view involves no unnecessary multiplication if 
only one recognizes together with Aquinas that God's power is not a cause in 
precisely the same way as his intellect and will: 


14 SD I, 403-4, esp. 404: “Illa [i.e., potentia Dei proprie et stricte dicta, quae pro objecte et 
termino habet creaturas] enim cum dicat relationem ad creaturas, sicuti gratia, miseri- 
cordia, justitia punitiva, etc. Non potest dici pertinere ad naturam Dei, qua consideratur 
sub ratione entis." Voetius refers to Ames, Medulla S.S. theologiae, 1, cap. 6 [esp. nn. 6-7] 
(23-27 [esp. 23-24]). 

15 Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 101, cf. 174, n. 5. Here, Voetius applies this scheme, which 
normally refers to the Triune God, to a relational attribute of God. 

16  SDI, 404-8, esp. 404. 

17 SD 1, 404; Voetius refers to De Vio (Cajetan), Commentaria in S.Th., 1, q. 25, a. 1; Valencia, 
Commentariorum theologicorum tomi quatuor, 1, q. 25; cf. ibid., punct. 1 (540): “sic cogi- 
tandum est, potentiam activam Dei esse intellectum Dei et voluntatem. Et consequenter 
etiam actio huius potentiae est intellectio et volitio divina” Cf. sp v, 113-15. 

18 SD 1, 404. Voetius refers to Eph. 119 and Ps. 89; 109. The principle of perfection (ibid.) 
reads: “nihil a Deo removendum quod simpliciter est perfectionis." 
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The intellect is the principle on the level of directing, the will on the level 
of commanding, and the power on the level of execution}? 


These three attributes may indeed not be “really distinct" so as to imply compo- 
sition in God, but they can still be distinguished in terms of their order (secun- 
dum rationem) and specific conceptual significance (secundum suas praecisas 
rationes formales conceptis). God's knowledge is thus does not a power operat- 
ing by means of a command, as Voetius insists against the Thomists Cajetan 
and Gregory of Valencia.?? Furthermore, with Scotus and Fonseca he main- 
tains that God's knowledge through ideas is not a proximate power of activ- 
ity by which God acts immediately through his absolute and efficient power 
ad extra. Voetius thus distances himself once more from an intellectualist view 
of God's will and acts.?! 

The second question (Quid sit?) is one of definition. Voetius follows Polanus 
in defining the potentia Dei as "an essential attribute of God with which he is 
capable of (potest) and effects all things in each and every thing."?? He then 
cites three further possible definitions, including one from Suárez and another 
from Gomarus.?? Four essential aspects of the potentia Dei are indispensable 


19 SD I, 404-5, esp. 405: "Intellectus est principium per modum dirigentis, voluntas per 
modum imperantis; potentia per modum exequentis, ut recte Thomas loc. cit” On the 
translation, cf. Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 59-60. Voetius refers to Aquinas, S.Th., 1, 
q. 25. a. 1 [ad 4], although he emphasizes the different nature of the three mentioned 
attributes more strongly than Thomas did. Moreover, Voetius's discussion is marked by 
the application of the rasor Ockhami, the principle of economy, which in many respects 
could also be called rasor Scoti. 

20 SD I, 404-5, esp. 405: “1. An scientia Dei sit ipsa potentia operans per imperium? 
Resp[ondetur]. Neg|atur].” Cf. above, n. 17, and ch 7.7.2. 

21 SD 1, 405. Voetius bases himself on Scotus, Op. Oxon., 1, d. 37, q. un. (ed. Wadding, v/2, 
1281-3), where Scotus states (against Aristotle) that, while natural actors require forms 
as a proximate principle of operation, God does not need them inasmuch as he works 
through his almighty will; cf. also Scotus, Ordinatio, 1, d. 37, q. un. (ed. Vat., v1, 299-302). 
Moreover, Voetius refers to Fonseca, In metaph., v, cap. 15, q. 8, sect. 4 (11, 679-83). 

22 SD 1, 405: "Quid sit potentia Dei patet ex hac descriptione: Est essentialis Dei proprietas, 
qua potest et efficit omnia in omnibus et singulis." For this definition, see Polanus, Syntagma 
theologiae christianae, 11, cap. 29 (1191); cf. Tipton, “The Ground, Method, and Goal,” 
ch. 10.3. 

23 SD I, 405: "Aliis sic: Est qua extra se voluntate libere agit, omnique possibilia agere potest. 
Non male etiam descriptionem elicias ex verbis Zwarez sect. cit. 5. 45. Nihil aliud est 
quam ipsamet divina natura, quae quatenus est ipsum esse per essentiam, est per se effec- 
trix cujuslibet esse participati seu participabilis, si accedat voluntas, ut applicans, et scien- 
tia ut dirigens. Alii sic describunt: Potentia Dei est infinita et simplex vis agendi ea omnia, 
quae essentiae et attributis illae sunt consentanea." Cf. for the second definition Suárez, 
Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 30, sect. 15, n. 5 and esp. n. 45 (ed. Berton, XXVI, 208a, 
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to a definition. These are that God "can and does operate from within him- 
self" (Isaiah 44:24), that he "effects all things" (Luke 1[,37]; Psalms 115[,3]), that 
he effects “them with the force of his immutable essence" (Isaiah 40:26.28), 
and that he "effects them most easily, without resistance or the possibility of 
resistance" (Isaiah 14[:27]).?* God's potentia can thus be suitably defined as his 
omnipotence (omnipotentia), or, to use the words of the Apostle, “the incom- 
parably great power” of God (Ephesians 1:19).?? 

Before we move ahead in the next section to the third question (Quotuplex 
sit?), we will briefly mention the list of six attributes Voetius gives in answer 
to the fourth question (Qualis sit?): God's power is one and without any com- 
position (simplicissima); infinite; immutable; invincible, irresistible, unstoppa- 
ble; the immediate cause of all things; and, like the other attributes of God, 
incommunicable.26 


n.3 Absolute and Ordained Power 


The third main question concerns divisions that can be drawn in the poten- 
tia Dei, or distinctions that can be drawn according to its conceptual plural- 
ity corresponding to various different acts. Although God's power is formally 
indivisible by virtue of its participation in the simplicity of the divine nature, 
conceptual distinctions can still be drawn with inadequate concepts derived 
from their analogy to finite or created power?" 


esp. 221a), and for the third definition Gomarus, Disputationes theologicae, 111, th. 54 
(Opera, 111, 9a). Unfortunately, I was not able to reconstruct the origin of the first defini- 
tion. Cf. also Heppe, Dogmatik, 82-83 (Reformed Dogmatics, 99); Muller, PRRD, 111, 524-26. 

24 SD I, 405: "Quatuor autem sunt, quae essentiali potentia Dei continentur, eamque ab 
omnibus aliis potentiis distinguunt, et consequenter definitionem ejus ingredi debent. 
1. quod a se operari possit, et operetur, Jes. 44. 24. 2. quod omnia Luc. 1. Psal. 115, 3. quod 
immutabili essentiae robore Ies. 40. 26. 28. 4. et quod facillime, ita ut nulla sit resistentia, 
ault] possit esse. esa. 14.” Cf. Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 60. 

25  SDI, 405: “Et talis potentia peculiari nomine dicitur omni potentia, quam Apostolus Eph. 
I. vers. 19. vocat supereminentem magnitudinem potentiae." 

26 SDI, 408: “I. Est [potentia Dei] unica et simplicissima.... 11. Est infinita... 111. Est immuta- 
bilis: quamvis omnia movere et mutare possit. rv. Consequenter est invincibilis, irresisti- 
bilis, inimpedibilis. v. Est causa rerum immediata. Jerem. 32.27. V1. Est incommunicabilis, 
ut et aliae proprietates divinae.” In the context of the last-mentioned attribute, Voetius 
points to the Reformed position in the controversy with the Lutherans on the issue of 
Christ's ubiquity. Cf. Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 65. 

27 SD 1, 405-6, esp. 405: "Dividitur potentia Dei secundum rationem in plures, non quidem 
in se (quia est in se formaliter una ac simplicissima), sed in ordine ad varias actiones." 
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Voetius lists eight distinctions, of which he treats only the seventh and 
(especially) the eight at any length.?8 God's power is in the first place creative 
and generative or effective. Secondly, it can act as the proximate or general 
cause. Thirdly, God's effective power can be distinguished from his preserv- 
ing power although, as Voetius emphasizes with an appeal to Thomas Aquinas 
and Suárez, this is a purely nominal distinction.?? So too the fourth distinction 
between God's productive and destructive power finds no support in reality 
outside of our minds, since God's destructive power only expresses his power 
to not-act and conceptually adds nothing to what God's productive power rep- 
resents. Thus Voetius refuses to ascribe to God the violence of destruction in a 
proper sense.?? Fifthly, Voetius distinguishes between a natural and supernat- 
ual power, while a sixth distinction divides between God's physical and moral 
power in view of the distinction between physical and moral actions.?! 

A more extensive exposition is devoted to the seventh distinction between 
God's absolute or necessary power and his free power. According to this 
distinction, God with his necessary power acts "powerfully within himself 
according to the necessity of his nature,” while he with his free power "does 
outside of himself what he has decided to do, and can do more things than he 
[actually] wills."32 

Although Voetius finds this distinction also in Johann Heinrich Alsted, 
he is unhappy to find his late German counterpart applying it not to the 
attribute of God's power as such, but to God's capacity to understand and 
will which, as Suárez is correct to observe together with Thomas, does not 
belong to God's power properly speaking. Furthermore, Voetius insists that 
the Father's intra-Trinitarian power, which Alsted includes in God's neces- 
sary power, does not actually belong to God's power. Voetius thus consistently 
understands God's power in a proper sense — to which the distinctions he lists 


28 On the first seven distinctions, see SD I, 406, and on the last one sD I, 406-8. 

29  SDI, 405; cf. Aquinas, S. Th., 1, q. 104, a. 1, [ad 4]; Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 
21, sect. 2, [n. 2] (ed. Berton, xxv, 791a). 

30  SD1,406:"In productivam, et annihilativam. Sed haec non tam est potentia agendi, quam 
non agendi; nec addit etiam secundum intellectum aut conceptum propriam rationem 
potentiae: sed tantum connotat libertatem seu subordinationem potentiae." 

31 SDI, 406. 

32 SD 1, 406: “In absolutam seu necessarium et liberam. Illa est qua Deus intra se potenter 
agit, ex naturae necessitate: quae etiam dicitur naturalis, intrinseca et immanens. Ista est, 
qua Deus extra se agit, quae agere decrevit, ac plura potest facere quam vult: quae etiam 
dicitur voluntaria, extrinseca, et transiens." 
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apply — as God's external and outwardly directed (ad extra) power, that is, as 
his free power.33 

The lengthiest discussion is devoted to the distinction between God's abso- 
lute and ordained power (potentia absoluta et ordinata).?* By way of intro- 
duction, Voetius cites the commentary of the Franciscan Francesco Lichetto 
(d. 1520) on this distinction in Scotus's Sententiae-commentary: 


When [God's] power is said to be “absolute” or “ordained,” this does not 
refer to another power but to a certain way (modus) of acting, namely, 
absolute or ordained.?5 


Interestingly, Voetius's appeal to the Scotist tradition immediately excludes 
misconceptions as if the "absolute-ordained" distinction refers to two dif- 
ferent “power reservoirs,’ where God's absolute power can further be “oper- 
ationalized” arbitrarily.6 According to Scotus and Lichetto (Lychetus), God's 


33 SD 1, 406. Voetius cites Alsted, Theologia naturalis, cap. 13 (esp. 124); on Alsted, cf. Hotson, 
Johann Heinrich Alsted. Moreover, Voetius refers to, inter alia, Aquinas, Summa contra 
Gentiles, IL, cap. 10; I, cap. 82; Biel, Collectorium, d. 20, q. un., a. 3, dub. 2 (ed. Werbeck 
and Hofmann, 1, 487); Pelbárt of Themesvár, Aureum sacrae theologiae rosarium, 1, s.v. 
“potentia.” 

34 SD 1, 406-8. Cf. on this Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 62-64, 78-82, and on this distinc- 
tion in Reformed orthodoxy more generally, Muller, PRRD, 111, 532-37. Probably, Godfrey 
of Poitiers was one of the first to use this distinction in his Summa theologiae (between 
1212 and 1219); I am not aware of an earlier occurrence. On the history of this distinc- 
tion, cf. Oberman, The Harvest of Medieval Theology, 30-56; Bannach, Die doppelte Macht 
Gottes; Oakley, Omnipotence, Covenant, and Order, and the account in Courtenay, “The 
Dialectic of Divine Omnipotence,” and Courtenay, Capacity and Volition, which is adopted 
by Van den Brink, Almighty God, 68-92, especially as far as Scotus is concerned. However, 
in the meantime, Courtenay’s account has been corrected by Moonan, Divine Power (until 
Thomas); Vos, Johannes Duns Scotus, 237-45; Veldhuis, “Ordained and Absolute Power” 
(Scotus); Gelber, It Could Have Been Otherwise, 309-49 (Scotus, Ockham, Hugh of Lawton, 
Arnold of Strelley, William Crathorn, Robert Holcot). C£, in addition, Kennedy, "The 
Fifteenth Century and Divine Absolute Power,” Muller, Divine Will, 144—47, and below, 
n. 49. 

35 SD 1, 406: "De qua divisione ex Scholasticis Lychetus Schotista ad 1. dist. 44. quaest. 
unica: Cum dicitur potentia vel absoluta vel ordinata, non dicitur aliqua potentia, sed magis 
quidam modus agendi, absolute sc. vel ordinate? This quote agrees almost literally with 
Lychetus, Commentarii, ad 1, d. 44, q. un. (ed. Wadding, v/2, 13692). 

36 This is how Courtenay, “The Dialectic of Divine Omnipotence,’ esp. 254, Randi, “A Scotist 
Way of Distinguishing between God's Absolute and Ordained Powers,’ esp. 43, and Van 
den Brink, “Almighty God,” 78-80, interpret the distinction in Scotus; cf. also Oberman, 
“Via Antiqua and Via Moderna" See, however, the — to my mind — convincing account 
in Vos, Johannes Duns Scotus, 237-45, and Veldhuis, “Ordained and Absolute Power.” Cf. 
Cross, Duns Scotus, 59: “It is a mistake to suppose that Scotus holds God's absolute power 
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absolute power is not bound to the current order in nature or — when it comes 
to supernatural matters — the order established by Scripture. His ordained 
power, in contrast, does follow the orders which God has established by his 
will?7 At this point, Voetius approvingly quotes Scotus, who explains that 
God's power is “ordained” “insofar as it is the principle of the execution of 
another thing conforming to the just law, according to the order established 
by that law."38 

Voetius goes on to apply the well-known metaphor of a king who, by virtue 
of his ordained power, can act according to the law he himself has established, 
although by virtue of his absolute power he de facto could act otherwise. When 
he adds forthe purposes of explanation that, when speaking about God's power 
"beyond the order,” one must follow Julius Caesar Scaliger and understand this 
in a way that remains fitting for God so as to exclude the possibility that he can 
act without order (dra&iav), it is clear that Voetius uses the metaphor as Scotus 
had intended it.?? This means that God's absolute power is no more than God's 
power insofar as it is abstracted or considered apart from whatever particular 
law applies. With this power abstracted from a definite order, God can do what- 
ever is as such and absolutely possible and implies no contradiction.*° In light 


to be some kind of executive power capable of overruling the ordained power.” Cf. ibid., 
177—78 (n. 66). Cross, Duns Scotus on God, does not deal with this distinction. 

37 SD 1, 406: "hoc est, quae astricta non est ad istum ordinem in natura, aut in supernatura- 
libus secundum scripturas positum. Potentia ordinata, quam et limitatam dicere possis 
[sic], est quae sequitur leges a voluntate Dei positas." (Emphasis mine.) 

38 SD I, 406: "Potentia, in quantum est principium exequendi aliae conformiter legi rectae, 
secundum ordinem praefixum ab illa lege.” Cf. Scotus, Op. Oxon., 1, d. 44, q. un., n. 1 (ed. 
Wadding, v/2, 1368); Ordinato, 1, d. 44, q. un., n. 3 (ed. Vat., VI, 363). Scotus's text does not 
have "aliae,' but "aliqua," which would probably have to be translated as "through an [act]" 
instead of *of another thing." This might be a printing error in Voetius's text. 

39 SD1, 407. Voetius points to Scaliger, Exotericae exercitatiae, exercit. 365, sect. 8 (4751.), who 
does not explicitly refer to Scotus. Voetius probably means (ibid.): *Neque [Deus] ordine 
disponitur, aut distringitur eius potentia: sed ipse ordinis autor est: cuius ordinis necessi- 
tas omnis ab eo pendet. Ipse rebus ordinem praefixit, per Sapientiam, et Bonitatem.” Cf. 
Scotus, Ordinatio, 1, d. 44, n. 10 (ed. Vat., vr, 367): “Dico ergo quod Deus non solum potest 
agere aliter quam ordinatum est ordine particulari, sed aliter quam ordinatum est ordine 
universali — sive secundum leges iustitiae — potest ordinate agere, quia tam illa quae sunt 
praeter illum ordinem, quam illa quae sunt contra ordinem illum, possent a Deo ordinate 
fieri potentia absoluta." According to Scotus, God always acts “ordinate,” even if he acted 
contrary to the actually willed order. Here too, the key to understanding Scotus's position 
is the notion of synchronic contingency; cf. Veldhuis, "Ordained and Absolute Power," 
225-30. 

40  SDI,407: “Absoluta potentia est, quae abstrahit ab illis legibus, quaque Deus potest quae 
simpliciter et absolute potest. Alii sic: est quae simpliciter respicit omne non implicans 
contradictionem." 
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of the basic distinction between God's necessary and free right discussed in the 
preceding chapter, it should be clear that the different laws and orders Voetius 
refers to are those corresponding to God's free right. 

After this explanation of the distinction between God's absolute and 
ordained power, Voetius modestly introduces — perhaps to counter the mis- 
conceptions that had crept in especially since the fifteenth century — a for- 
mulation of his own, although it still reminds one of Thomas: 


But the entire distinction could perhaps more suitably be referred to the 
following terms, so that the one power concerns the execution of those 
things that will obtain, and the other those things that will not obtain. 
Or, to state it even better: a power concerning the things that are willed 
and those that are not willed — such that the divine or revealed will alone 
makes a formal distinction between it.^? 


With this, Voetius seeks to emphasize that God's will is the defining factor for 
determining the particular order, where the actual order could be other than 
it actually is and is therefore contingent. "Order" is here understood in a wider 
sense, so that the potentia ordinata does not encompass the laws of nature 
alone and is not equivalent to the potentia ordinaria.^? As Voetus explains, the 
defining difference between what is absolutely and ordinately possible resides 
in God's will, taken ontically as the voluntas beneplaciti or deontically as the 


41 Cf. Kennedy, “The Fifteenth Century and Divine Absolute Power.’ 

42 SD I, 407: "Sed tota haec distinctio forte commodius ad hos terminos revocari posset, ut 
alia dicatur potentia agendi futura, alia potentia agendi non futura; seu potius poten- 
tia volitorum et non volitorum: ita ut inter eam formale discrimen faciat sola voluntas 
divina sive revelata." Cf. similarly Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 25, a. 5, ad 1: “Quod autem attribui- 
tur potentiae divinae secundum quod exequitur imperium voluntatis iustae, hoc dicitur 
Deus posse facere de potentia ordinata. Secundum hoc ergo, dicendum est quod Deus 
potest alia facere, de potentia absoluta, quam quae praescivit et praeordinavit se factu- 
rum, non tamen potest esse quod aliqua faciat, quae non praesciverit et praeordinaverit 
se facturum.” Cf. on this Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,’ 81-82, who discerns in Voetius a 
preference for the original (Thomistic) interpretation of this distinction. Thus, according 
to Van den Brink, Voetius distances himself from the later (Scotist and nominalist) inter- 
pretation. In my view, however, Voetius interpretation contradicts only the nominalist 
interpretation, but not the Scotist one (on Scotus, see the works by Vos, Veldhuis and 
Cross mentioned in n. 36). Moreover, in Thomas the divine will does not play a pivotal 
role in the same way as it does in Voetius. 

43 SD I, 407: "Nam ordinata cum dicitur esse secundum leges in natura positus [read: po- 
sitas], nimis angustam facit divisionem." Cf. Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 81: “Voetius 
stelt de potentia ordinata dus niet gelijk aan potentia ordinaria." 
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voluntas signi.^* Here the potentia absoluta encompasses the entire realm of 
possible objects of the will.* 

Voetius consistently follows the structure of his doctrine of God, in which 
the divine will plays the central role. He does not have to face questions about 
God's omnipotence apart from his will, as if God's omnipotence could in any 
way compromise the divine will as regulated by God's essential attributes 
and his nature. The adjective “absolute” in the expression “potentia absoluta" 
has nothing to do with the absolutism of a baroque "Sun King.”* This is fur- 
ther evident from Voetius's treatment of three issues which he addresses in 
this context. 

The first question is whether God can do something by virtue of his power 
that he cannot do according to his justice. In his response to this question, 
Voetius applies the distinction between God's necessary and positive right: 
God has the power to do things that surpass the positive or revealed right 
reflected in the current order of things, but he can never do anything that is 
incompatible with his natural or essential right since the latter would imply a 
contradiction.47 

In the context of the second issue, Voetius considers whether one can 
together with Polanus understand God's (actually) operative omnipotence as 
coinciding with his ordained omnipotence. Voetius sees this as a restriction on 
the concept of potentia ordinata, since such a definition excludes from God's 


44 SD 1, 407: “Porro voluntas Dei discriminans inter possibile ordinatum et possibile 
absolutum, est vel purum decretum seu voluntas beneplaciti, vel perpetuus ac certus 
ordo in natura positus, vel quaecunque alia voluntas signi, mandatum scil. promissio, 
comminatio." 

45 Cf. Van den Brink, “Gods almacht, 81”: "De notie van potentia absoluta heeft daarbij dan 
alleen nog de functie, dat deze als het ware het veld van Gods keuzemogelijkheden 
afbakent.” This seems to be a correct observation, provided that Van den Brink intends 
to say that God always acts de potentia ordinata (potentia ordinata refers to the divinely 
established segment of God's possibilities for action, as Van den Brink, ibid., also notes). 
However, Voetius does not exclude the possiblity for God to act de potentia absoluta; cf. 
below, n. 49. 

46 Instead, it is instructive to consider the meaning of "absolutus" in the expression “ablati- 
vus absolutus." As distinct from the “participium conjunctum,” the "ablativus absolutus" 
is marked by its (relative) detachment from the main clause (absolvere - to detach). 

47 8D 1, 407: “Probl. 1. Quid sentiendum de distinctione illa Lombardi quorundam antiquo- 
rum scholasticorum: Deus quaedam potest de Potentia, quae non potest de justitia. Resp. si 
justitia juris divini positivi et revelati intelligitur, utique admittenda est: sin vero de justitia 
juris divini naturalis, negamus illum praeter, aut supra, aut contra illam quid posse; quia 
implicat contradictionem." This dictum is not found in Peter Lombard; Voetius probably 
refers to Lombard, Sententia, dist. 44, cap. 1. However, cf. Pierre d'Ailly, Quaestiones super 
libros sententiarum cum quibusdam in fine adjunctis, Strasbourg 1490 (Repr. Frankfurt 
1968), 1 q. 13 D (cited in Oberman, “Via Antiqua and Via Moderna,’ 29, n. 21). 


GOD'S POWER 427 


potentia ordinata some acts which, even if they do not obtain, would still be 
compatible with the actual order ordained by him as well as with natural law.*® 
From this perspective, the potentia ordinata extends further than the potentia 
actualis.49 

The third and final problem addresses the extent of God's power in relation 
to his will. The extent of the potentia ordinata, so Voetius insists, is not different 
from the extent of God's will. However, if God's will is compared to the potentia 
absoluta, the answer depends on whether you compare it with God's positive 
and direct will alone — in which case God's power extends further than his 
will — or also with his negative and indirect will, where the latter is his will to 
not-do something or his not-willing to do something. Since God's not-willing 
derives from his willing, the range of all possible objects of the will is limited, 
which implies that the range of the potentia absoluta is limited as well. God's 
positive will, in contrast, relates only to a part of that which God could do 
by virtue of his potentia absoluta. In any case, impossible states of affairs are 
excluded for God's will and for his power.°® 


48 SD 1, 407: "Ordinata Deus potest e. gr. hunc puerum cadentem in foveam extrahere, 
huic esurienti succurrere, huic vulnerato sanguinem sistere, hoc incendium restingu- 
ere etc. per ordinariam scil. hominum operam, et secundum leges naturae nec tamen 
facit." Voetius refers to Polanus, Syntagma Theologiae, 11, cap. 24; cf. Tipton, "The Ground, 
Method, and Goal,” ch. 10.3. 

49 SD1, 407: “nam latius patet ordinata, quam actualis [potentia] This assertion does not 
contradict Voetius's remarks so far on the distinction between God's potentia absoluta 
and ordinata, even if indeed not all assertions can be assigned unambiguously to one of 
the categories in Gijsbert van den Brink's scheme distinguishing the early understanding 
in the thirteenth century (Godfrey of Poitiers, Hugh of St. Cher, Thomas Aquinas) from 
the late understanding emerging in the fourteenth century (since Duns Scotus). In my 
view, the crucial question is not whether God can really act de potentia absoluta (neither 
Scotus nor Voetius deny this) but whether God can act inordinate, that is, contrary to his 
nature (this extremely nominalist position is excluded by Thomas, Scotus, and Voetius); 
contra Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 78-82, esp. 81-82, n. 74. As Van den Brink ibid., 80, 
n. 71, notes, this question was the subject of controversial discussion among the members 
of the study group which edited the volume De scholastieke Voetius. Cf. above, n. 34. 

50 SD 1, 407-8, esp. 408: “Si enim to velle non facere, seu voluntas indirecta, seu noluntas ad 
voluntatem reducatur, Aff[irmatur]. aliter Neg[atur]. Sed objiciat quis, noluntas extendit 
se ad simpliciter impossibilia, potentia ad eadem se non extendit: ergo non aequae late 
patent. Resp[ondetur |. Resolvatur et reducatur noluntas ad voluntatem; et dicatur, volun- 
tas divina non extendit se ad simpliciter impossibilia, nec etiam potentia: ergo in hoc 
puncto aequae late aut anguste patent." Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,’ 81, rightly empha- 
sizes that the realm of potentia absoluta corresponds to the realm of all possibilities for 
action, whereas potentia ordinata refers to that segment of this realm which is actualized 
by God. This understanding is perfectly in line with Scotus's interpretation of this distinc- 
tion; cf. Vos, Johannes Duns Scotus, 237-45, and Veldhuis, “Ordained and Absolute Power.” 
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Given Voetius's positive reception of the scholastic distinction between God's 
absolute and ordained power, the natural next step is to consider how his posi- 
tion relates to Calvin's well-known criticism of that same distinction. In the 
Institutes, for example, he describes the potentia absoluta as a profane and 
detestable “fabrication”! As a result, it is not surprising to find Voetius in the 
second part of his disputation De potentia Dei explicitly addressing the ques- 
tion whether Calvin denied "God's absolute power as distinguished from his 
ordained power.”>? Voetius reports that certain Jesuits including Gregory of 
Valencia and Martin Becanus insist that Calvin did indeed reject this distinc- 
tion and accused him and the Calvinists of making a mockery of it.” Heinrich 
Eckhard (1580-1624), the Lutheran Generalsuperintendent of Saxe-Altenburg, 
went even further when he claimed that the Calvinists do not take God's 
omnipotence seriously in their confession.5+ 

Voetius responds that these accusations are false. He notes that if one reads 
the appropriate passages in the writings of Calvin and the Calvinists, one will 


Moreover, it should be noted that sp 1, 408, is not dealing with the doctrine of permission; 
on this, cf. above, ch. 9.3. 

51 Calvin, Institutio (1559), III, 23, 2 (CR 30, 700): "Neque tamen commentum ingerimus 
absolutae potentiae: quod sicuti profanum est, ita merito detestabile nobis esse debet. Non 
fingimus Deum exlegem, qui sibi ipsi lex est; quia, ut ait Plato, lege indigent homines qui 
cupiditatibus laborant; Dei autem voluntas non modo ab omni vitio pura, sed summa perfec- 
tionis regula, etiam legum omnium lex est." On potentia absoluta in Calvin, see Steinmetz, 
Calvin in Context, 40-52, and the important correction in Muller, The Unaccommodated 
Calvin, 41, 47-48; Helm, John Calvin's Ideas, 316—33; Van der Kooi, As in a Mirror, 176—84; cf. 
now Muller, Divine Will, 276—280. 

52 SD I, 410-12, esp. 410: “Iv. Probl. An Calvinus negaverit absolutam potentiam Dei, prout illa 
ordinatae potentiae contradistinguitur?" Cf. on this Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 72-73. 

53 SD I, 410-15; cf. Valencia, Commentariorum theologicorum tomi quatuor, disp. I, q. 25, 
punct. 3 (543): "Notandum cont. Wicklef. qui ut est apud Walden. lib. 1. doctr. fidei, ca. 
10. contendebat, Deum non posse simpliciter aliquid facere praeter illa quae facit. Quod 
idem sensit Pet. Abailar. ut apparet ex D.Bern.epi.190. et Calvinus in comm. super ca. 23. 
Ezech. et lib. de Aeterna Dei Praed. et lib. 1. Instit. ca. 16. sect. 3. Quid idcirco reiicit quod 
de Potentia Dei absoluta tradunt Theologi" Similarly Becanus, Manuale controversiarum, 
I, cap. 17, q. 6; Becanus, Summa, cap. 17, q. 4, [n. 1] (112a); ibid., q. 6, [n. 1] (114a: "Calvinistae 
rident hanc distinctionem asserentes Deum non posse aliud facere, quam quod ordinarie 
facit: et absolutam potentiam esse profanum commentum, et execrandam blasphemiam. 
Vide Calvin. lib. 3. Instit. cap. 21. § 2. Et lib. 2. c. 7. §. 5"); ibid., q. 9 [read: 4], [n. 9] (usb); 
ibid., q. 4, n. 3 (112b). On Calvin and Voetius, see Beck, “Expositio reverentialis,” 128-32. 

54 SD1, 4u, where Voetius cites Eckhard, Fasciculus controversiarum theologicarum, cap. 2, 
q. 7. In 1654, Voetius's later Franeker colleague Nicolaus Arnoldi (1618-1680) published 
a refutation which, unsurprisingly, was unknown to Voetius as early as 1644 or 1648; cf. 
Arnoldi, Heinrici Echardi, Lutherani, scopae dissolutae. 
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notice that their intention was no different from that of Erasmus who described 
some disputations from the scholastics, in which they asked purposelessly and 
endlessly whether God could do this or that, as “dangerous, unfitting, absurd, 
rash, and even blasphemous.”® Voetius explains that Calvin and his followers 
wanted merely to “lead people back from their fabrications and false conse- 
quences concerning the possible, [and bring them] to God's revealed will."56 
For the objects of God's omnipotence can, as even the Jesuit Suárez warns, 
only be grasped with certainty "from God's revelation and by faith," and not 
determined a priori from the light of nature or derived a posteriori apart from 
revelation and faith.?” Furthermore, the Reformed theologians sought to do 
no more than to set the limits of God's power “to the boundaries and condi- 
tions of perfection, truth, and true divine power,” since the papal and Lutheran 
theologians had a much too broad conception of it, as if God could do things 
that imply a contradiction. Only in this way is God "free from all impotence, 
falsity, and self-denial.5? Here Voetius had in mind not only the accusations 
of arbitrariness in God, but also the particular controversies surrounding the 
Mass and the ubiquity of Christ, which he addressed specifically in the third 
part of the disputation.5? 


55 SD I, 4n: "Sed merae sunt calumniae. Si quis enim autores inspiciat, videbit illos ration- 
ibus, instantiis, et autoritatibus, quas adducunt, nihil aliud velle, quam quod Erasmus, 
qui in notis ad 1 Timoth. 1. (ubi vide) reprehendit periculosas, ineptas, absurdas, teme- 
rarias, immo et blasphemas nonnunquam disputationes scholasticorum, quibus sine fine 
sine modo disquirunt. An Deus hoc vel illud possit. Cf. Erasmus, In Novum Testamentum 
Annotationes, in 1 Tim. 1 (662—63); oftentimes, this passage was obliterated in copies held 
by Catholic libraries. 

56  SD1,4u:"Voluerunt ergo homines revocare ad voluntatem Dei revelatam, a commentis et 
falsis consequentiis de possibilitate. Quomodo et Tertullianus contra Praxeam capit. 10. 
Deo nihil est difficile. Sed si tam abrupte in praesumtionibus nostris hac sententia utamur, 
quidvis de Deo confingere poterimus etc." Cf. Tertullian, Adversus Praxean, cap. 10 (PL 2, 
165C). 

57 SD1, 4m: “Aut dicendum eos velle, ne quis temere ex lumine naturae a priori statuat de 
omnipotentiae divinae objectis; cum omnia inde a priori certe demonstrari nequeant, 
immo nec a posteriori tam evidenter sciri, nisi ex revelatione Dei et fide firmiter tene- 
antur." Voetius refers to Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 39 [read: 30], sect. 17, 
nn. 13-14 (ed. Berton, XXVI, 210). 

58 sD I, 4u: "Denique nihil aliud voluerunt quam potentiam Dei quae a Pontificiis et 
Lutheranis nimium extenditur ad ea scil. quae contradictionem implicant, revocare ad 
terminos et conditiones perfectionis, veritatis et verae potentiae divinae, atque ita Deum 
ab omni impotentia, falsitate, et abnegatione sui ipsius immunem praestare." 

59 Cf. sD 1, 4u*f., 414*f. Cf. below, at n. 80. 
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Voetius was therefore convinced that Calvin rejected only the abuse of the 
distinction between God's absolute and ordained power, and not its proper 
use. The “paralipomena” added to the end of the first volume of the Selectae 
disputationes furthermore include a supplement in which he discusses a quo- 
tation from Calvin in order to demonstrate why the Genevan Reformer rejected 
a distinction which he himself considers so important. In his De aeterna Dei 
predestinatione Calvin writes that he abhors the "Sorbonnist doctrine" with 
which the papal theologians attribute a potentia absoluta to God and thereby 
separate "God's power from his justice." 6? The Sorbonne doctrine thus repre- 
sented an extreme nominalism according to which God can do things that do 
not correspond with his justice.9! In his attempt to defend Calvin, Voetius thus 
reverts to the traditional exponere reverenter method.9? 

For Voetius, the importance of the potentia absoluta — ordinata distinction is 
that it permits one to articulate the contingency of the order willed by God and 
actualized by his potentia ordinata. God also could have willed another order, 
another world, or multiple worlds; God can will and do more than he actually 
does.63 Voetius's doctrine of God is not expressive of an Aristotelian-Arabic 
necessitarianism, but witnesses of the freedom and contingency of God's acts 
and of created reality. At the same time, Voetius follows Calvin in rejecting a 
radically nominalist or voluntarist view of the potentia Dei, which holds that 
God could also act in a way that conflicts with his justice and goodness. This 
emerges likewise from the second main issue Voetius addressed in his disputa- 
tion, namely, the object of the potentia Dei. 


60 sD I, 162-63 (ad “De Iure et Iustitia Dei,” 371); cf. sp v, 17. Cf. Calvin, De aeterna Dei 
praedestinatione (1552) (CR 36, 361): "Itaque Sorbonicum illud dogma, in quo sibi plau- 
dunt papales theologastri, detestor: quod potentiam absolutam Deo affingit. Solis enim 
lucem a calore avellere, imo suum ab igne calorem, facilius erit, quam Dei potentiam 
separare a iustitia." This reference could be added to the list of references dealing with 
the “Sorbonists” found in Muller, The Unaccommodated Calvin, 47—48. To be sure, Voetius 
does not mention here that in this work Calvin rejects the distinction between necessitas 
consequentiae and necessitas consequentis, which is so important for Voetius (cf., however, 
Institutio [1559], 1, 16, 9); see CR 36, 354. 

61 Cf. Kennedy, "The Fifteenth Century and Divine Absolute Power”; and cf. above, n. 51. 

62 On the medieval notion of authority and the related use of exponere reverenter cf. De 
Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 87-96, 152, 156, esp. 103: "Traiter un texte d'autorité de 
telle sorte que les éléments bruts étaient raffinés, s'appelait 'expliquer avec respect' (expo- 
nere reverenter) Moreover, cf. Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 4-6, 528-39; Beck, 
"Expositio referentialis,” esp. 128-33. 

63 Cf. sp v, 19-31, where Voetius elaborately discusses the question, whether God could 
have also created alternative and multiple worlds. Cf. also sp v, 115 (Q. 11), and the analysis 
above, ch. 9.4. 
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Voetius further divides the second main part of the disputation De potentia 
Dei, Deque possibili et impossibili into three sub-divisions. First, he treats the 
possible and impossible; secondly, the things that imply a contradiction in 
general; and, thirdly, the things that imply a specific contradiction.6* 

In the first sub-division, Voetius defines the “possible” as “that which can 
be, although it is not,” and the “contingent” is “that which is, although it can 
also not-be.” Defined as such, the “possible” and “contingent” together cover 
the entire field of "logical possibility" which Voetius like Scotus defines as the 
“non-repugnance of terms." Aside from what is "logically possible,’ there are 
also the categories of the “physically” or “really possible," 55 where the latter 
presupposes the existence of an objective or passive power and is for that 
reason relative. The “impossible” is “that which cannot be,” or “that for which 
there is no objective or passive power" Anything involving a repugnance of 
terms is from the perspective of logic simply impossible.66 

The main point is that something "impossible" can never be the object 
of God's power. Therefore, God can only do things that do not imply a 
contradiction.® This raises the question, however, whether Scripture allows 
us to say “correctly and piously" that there are things God cannot do.5? Voetius 
answers that this is indeed so; in fact, the negative attributes already imply that 
there are things that God cannot do: “God is immortal, invisible, immutable, 
does not change his mind."6? Moreover, as Ambrose, Augustine, and Thomas 


64 SDI, 408-13, 413-22, 422-34. Cf. Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 65-75. 

65 Note that "*puctxóc" = "realis." 

66 SD I, 408: "Quod ad primum, Possibile in genere describitur, quod cum non sit, possit 
esse. Distinguitur a contingenti, quod, cum sit, possit non esse. Impossibile quod esse 
non potest, seu cujus nulla potentia objectiva aut passiva. Ut autem duplex est potentia 
logica et physica, sic duplex est possibile et impossibile; naturaliter scil. seu secundum 
quid; et absolute seu logice, quando non est repugnantia in terminis." Cf. the definition in 
DTV, 101-8, and cf. above, ch. 8.2 and 9.4, where it is demonstrated that Voetius's modal 
terminology is strongly reminiscent of the terminology used by Scotus. For instance, on 
the duplexity of logical and real (= physica) possibility, cf. Scotus, Lectura, 1, qq. 1-5, d. 39, 
nn. 49-51 (ed. Vat., XVII, 494-96); see Vos et al., CF, 6-21. 

67 SD1, 409: “Cum ergo quaeritur quid Deus possit, responderi solet: Quidquid non implicat 
contradictionem." Voetius refers to Luke 1:37. 

68 SD 1, 409: “I. Probl. An recte et pie secundum scripturas dici possit, Deum quaedam non 
posse. R[espondetur] Aff[irmatur].’ The translation in Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 66, 
omits "secundum scripturas." 

69  SD1,409: "Huc refer attributa illa quae terminis privativis efferuntur, ut Deus est immor- 
talis, invisibilis, immutabilis, duetapeAntoc, etc. quae aequivalent istis, Deus non potest 
mori, mutari, poenitere etc." Voetius refers to 2 Tim. 2:13; Heb. 6:18. 
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Aquinas have observed, these negative attributes do not deny a power in God, 
but an impotence or imperfection.” An important thing to remember is that 
God may well be able to do something that is impossible naturally, relatively, 
or hypothetically, but not something that is simply or absolutely impossible in 
view of his nature”! 

By assuming this position, Voetius clearly distinguishes himself from such 
nominalist theologians as Robert Holcot (ca. 1290-1349) and Gabriel Biel 
(1410-1495), who do not exclude the possibility for God according to his abso- 
lute power (de potentia absoluta) to be able to lie or go against his promises.7? 
This nominalist position was radicalized by René Descartes when he claimed 
that even necessary truths like “two plus two is four" depend on God's will and, 
as a number of relevant texts in his works even suggest, can be relativized or 
undone by God.7? As Voetius saw it, however, God's nature and the principle 
of non-contradiction limit the extent of the things that are as such possible, 
even for God.7* 

Inthis context, Voetius's treatment ofthe origin of possibility and impossibil- 
ity is interesting. In what constitutes a slight modification of an important for- 
mulation from Scotus, Voetius considers that possibility and impossibility, just 
like contingency and necessity, stem "originally and principially" (originaliter 
et principiative) from God but come “terminatively and formally" (terminative 


7O SD 1, 409: “2. Quia hac ratione negatur de Deo non aliqua potentia sed impotentia et 
imperfectio: uti recte Ambrosius, Augustinus, Thomas mox citandi" The quotes are 
found in sp 1, 410, where Voetius refers, among others, to Ambrosius, Epistola, 50, n. 1 
(PL 16, 1155C), Augustine, De civitate Dei, v, cap. 10 (PL 41, 152), and Aquinas, S.Th., 1, q. 
25, a. 3, corp. On the similarities in Turretin, cf. Meijering, Reformierte Scholastik, 128, 216 
(fn. 273)” 

71 SD I, 409: “Ne autem locus sit calumniae, distingue cum Scholasticis impossibilia nat- 
urae et impossibilia natura; et rursum impossibilia alicui, et simpliciter; adhaec secun- 
dum quid, et absolute, aliquo respectu et in se; hypothetica et absolute." Voetius refers to 
Matt. 19:26 and Zech. 8:6. On hypothetical necessity, cf. above, ch. 9.5, n. 121. 

72 Cf. Kennedy, "The Fifteenth Century and Divine Absolute Power"; Van den Brink, Almighty 
God, 83-87; Gelber, It Could Have Been Otherwise, 332—39. Cf. also the systematic theolog- 
ical considerations in Van den Brink, "Allmacht und Omnipotenz." 

73 Cf. Van den Brink, Almighty God, 9313; Van den Brink, “Descartes, Modalities, and God”; 
Den Bok, “Is dan alles mogelijk?” 290-92. See also Mawson, “Eternal Truths and Cartesian 
Circularity" who convincingly argues that voluntarism plays a key role in Descartes's epis- 
temological approach and that it is impossible to comprehend this approach without ref- 
erence to voluntarist influences. 

74 Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 71, n. 43, correctly observes that Voetius probably has 
Descartes and his followers in mind, when in sp 1, 408 he describes as "sceptica, et ver- 
tiginosa ingenia" those who claim that two contradictory states of affairs can be true and 
false at the same time. 
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et formaliter) from the possible or impossible state of affairs itself." When 
it comes to things that are absolutely possible and impossible, their origin 
is not God's will even though the will does *concomitantly" (concomitanter) 
accept the possible and impossible as possible and impossible. Rather, abso- 
lute possibility and impossibility originaliter et principiative find their origin in 
the necessity of God's power. Presumably, Voetius is thinking here of a divine 
foundation composed of ontic “building blocks" where a harmonious or con- 
sistent combination constitutes something possible and an inharmonious or 
inconsistent combination something impossible. In any case, the respective 
modality of an absolute possibility or impossibility does not depend on God's 
will or decree; God's will accepts but does not constitute them as such. This is 
all the more true formally ( formaliter). From a formal perspective, the possible 
or impossible are only possible or impossible because they are consistent or 
inconsistent. Of course, things are otherwise for something that is absolutely 
possible, since it is impossible only under the condition of a divine decree; 
here the origin of its hypothetical impossibility does reside in God's will.’6 


75  SDI, 412: “V. probl. An radix, origo, fundamentum, et principium primum possibilitatis et 
impossibilitatis seu contradictionis alibi sit quaerendum, quam in Deo. Resp[ondetur |. 
Neg [atur]. Idem enim hic statuendum, quod de radice et principio primo contingentiae 
et necessitatis... Prioritas ergo originis est a Deo et ex Deo, et inde diffundit se in rem. Ita 
ut possibilitas et impossibilitas originaliter et principiative sit Dei; terminative et forma- 
liter sit rei" Cf. sp 1, 381-83; DTV, 104-5, and Goudriaan, Die Rezeption des cartesianischen 
Gottesgedankens, 125-27, who deals with Voetius in the context of his discussion of Suárez. 
However, Voetius is probably closer to Scotus in this regard; cf. Ordinatio, 1, d. 43, qu. un., 
n. 7 (ed. Vat., VI, 354): “possibile, secundum quod est terminus vel obiectum omnipo- 
tentiae, est illud cui non repugnat esse et quod non potest ex se esse necessario; lapis, 
productus in esse intelligibili per intellectum divinum, habet ista ex se formaliter et per 
intellectum principiative; ergo est ex se formaliter possibilis et quasi principiative per 
intellectum divinum.” This and similar passages are subject to controversial debates 
at least since the seventeenth century; cf. Honnefelder, "Die doppelte ratitudo entis"; 
Honnefelder, Scientia transcendens, 45-56; Knuuttila, “Duns Scotus and the Foundations 
of Logical Modalities”; Normore, "Scotus, Modality, Instants of Nature"; Sousedík, “Der 
Streit"; Hoffmann, Creatura intellecta; idem, “Duns Scotus"; Vos, The Philosophy of John 
Duns Scotus, 292—98. Cf. the similar account in Rutherford's "Disquisitiones metaphysicae," 
qq. 1-7, in his Disputatio scholastica, 531-61, drawing largely on Thomas Bradwardine — 
see Goudriaan, "Samuel Rutherford" - , and cf. for the Jesuits on "possibilia" Schmutz, “La 
querelle des possibles." 

76 SD 1, 412: v. Probl. An principium adaequatum et primum omnis impossibilitatis sit sola 
Dei voluntas, seu liberum ejus decretum: ita ut nihil sit impossibile, nisi per liberam et 
antecedentem Dei voluntatem. Resp[ondetur].... Nos Neg [amus]. Et distinguimus impos- 
sibilia seu contradictoria in absolute talia, et ex hypothesi tantum voluntatis seu liberi 
decreti divini talia. Priora vult Deus libere concomitanter non vero antecedenter; ita ut 
non posset eorum oppositum velle, exempl [um] grat [iae]. Sic impossibile est absolute et 
quidem ex necessitate naturae divinae ita ut Deus ea non possit velle: alius Deus, creatura 
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Since for Voetius the absence of contradiction is the decisive formal crite- 
rion for possible objects of God's power, the second sub-division in the latter 
half of the disputation deals extensively with the "things" that imply a contra- 


» a. 


diction in general. These are the “things” “that, if they are affirmed or denied in 
respect to something," form a contradiction — a contradiction in the adjective 
(contradictio in adjecto, seu oppositum in apposito), which results when a con- 
cept is defined more narrowly by means of a predicate that actually conflicts 
with it.”” The classic example is, of course, a circle with four sides. 

Voetius's great concern is for things that imply a contradiction to be identi- 
fied as such, and to this end he formulates nine conclusions and four indica- 
tors, supplemented with another four problems. Of particular interest is the 
ninth conclusion in which Voetius establishes that some divine attributes “can- 
not be mutually predicated of each other in a formal sense (in sensu formali)" 
without implying a contradiction. An example is the statement: "God's mercy 
is formally his wrath or corrective and punitive justice.” That this implies a 
contradiction is based on the circumstance that "the divine attributes are dis- 
tinguished according to their strength (virtualiter), and, insofar as they can be 
distinguished, they cannot formally be one and the same, since their formal 
effects … are formally not the same.” However, "identically" (in sensu identico) 
they can be predicated of each other on account of their "identity" (idem esse). 
Once again, it is clear that, in contrast to contemporary usage, Voetius under- 
stood real “identity” as “non-composition,’ rather than “strict identification,” 
which would exclude valid distinctions.”® 

Voetius gives another interesting example when he treats the first problem: 
intellect, will, or the power of understanding (intelligendi) and willing, as well 


independens, peccatum a Deo productum... Posteriora vult Deus antecendenter; potu- 
isset enim oppositum voluisse exempl[um] gr[atiae] filius Abrahae ex lapide Matth. 3. 
missio duodecim legionum angelorum ad liberationem Christi ab illa captivitate Matth. 
26. Ita ut eas existere sit impossibile et implicaret [contradictionem] non absolute, sed ex 
hypothesi decreti divini.” On hypothetical necessity, cf. above, ch. 9.5, n. 121. 

77 SD 1, 413: “Sequitur nunc punctum secundum, de implicantibus contradictionem in 
genere, quaenam scilicet illa sint, quae affirmata aut negata de aliquo faciant contradic- 
tionem quam vocant in adjecto, seu oppositum in apposito, seu quaenam implicite et 
indirecte seu per consequentiam contradicant, quod Scholastici vulgo dicunt implicare 
aut involvere contradictionem." 

78 SD 413-415, esp. 415: “Omnia attributa divina quamvis realiter idem sint et in sensu iden- 
tico de se invicem praedicari possint, ut et proprii effectus ac determinationes cujusque 
cuilibet alteri attributo tribui, in sensu tamen formali de se invicem non praedicantur 
sine implicatione contradictionis. E.gr. Dei misericordia formaliter est ejus ira seu justitia 
correctiva et punitiva.... Ratio autem hujus implicationis est, quia attributa divina vir- 
tualiter distinguuntur, et quatenus distinguuntur non possunt formaliter unum idemque 
esse, quia effectus formales eorum ... non sunt formaliter eadem” Cf. above, ch. 7.7.2. 
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asthe freedom ofthe will, cannot be denied of a person without implying a con- 
tradiction."? He is more thorough in this section, however, in the treatment of 
what he considers to be the conflicting presuppositions of the Roman Catholic 
doctrine of transubstantiation and the Lutheran view on the communicatio idi- 
omatum. Since essential predicates cannot be denied of their subject without 
implying a contradiction (problem 1), and since an accident similarly cannot 
be detached from its subject (problem 11) or a property of one subject cannot 
be communicated to another subject (problem 111), the substance of the host 
in the Mass cannot be changed as long as the accidents remain the same. On 
the same grounds, the attribute of omnipresence which is specific to the divine 
nature cannot be communicated to Christ's human nature.®° Voetius under- 
stands there to be a direct relationship between a consistent application of the 
criterion of non-repugnance for determining the limits of what is possible for 
God and the Reformers' rejection of the Roman Catholic doctrine of transub- 
stantiation as well as their postulation of the extra Calvinisticum in order to 
counter the Lutheran doctrine of ubiquity.?! 

The third sub-division addresses things that imply a specific contradiction, 
with Voetius focusing on specific questions of a theological, metaphysical, or 
physical nature. For this purpose, he draws up a catalogue of debated issues, 
consisting of 49 theological questions followed by another 34 questions of a 
metaphysical and physical nature. In some ways, this catalogue is reminiscent 
of the list of 219 Aristotelian-Averroist theses that were condemned in 1277 
under Étienne Tempier.82 Voetius's primary target in the doctrine of God is not 
Aristotelian necessitarianism, which the majority of his theological contempo- 
raries rejected anyways, but an extreme nominalism or voluntarism in which 
God's free will is no longer regulated by his essential attributes. 

In some cases, God's necessary right is decisive. Voetius denies, for example, 
that God can command people to believe something that is not true or to hate 


79 SD1, 417: "Intellectus, voluntas, seu potentia intelligendi, et volendi, item libertas volunta- 
tis, sunt propria praedicata in secundo modo per se: atqui illa nec ab homine aut angelo 
nec a voluntate humana aut angelica abesse deque iis negari queunt absque implicatione 
[contradictionis] Cf. also the example of a contradiction in 1, 409*: “homo aut angelus 
sine intellectu aut voluntate, voluntas sine libertate." 

80  SDI, 416-20, 420-24, 424-25. 

81 Cf. Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 73-74. 

82 SD I, 425-34; cf. Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 74-75. The 219 condemned theses are 
reproduced in Denifle and Chatelain, Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, 1, 543—58 (no. 
473); note, for instance, thesis 53 (546): "Quod Deum necesse est facere, quicquid immedi- 
ate fit ab ipso. — Error, sive intelligatur de necessitate coactionis, quia tollit libertatem, sive 
de necessitate inmutabilitatis, quia ponit impotentiam aliter faciendi." Cf. also Flasch, 
Aufklárung im Mittelalter?; Aertsen, Emery, and Speer, Nach der Verurteilung von 1277. 
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him. However, he does affirm that, considered absolutely, God can *pass over 
some rational creatures and reprobate them without prior and foreseen sin."53 
This should not be construed as if Voetius means that God does not take into 
account sin as a means to effect his decree of reprobation.$* Voetius explicitly 
rejects this position in other places where he treats the issue more extensively. 
There he consistently distinguishes between God's damnation (damnatio), 
which presupposes human sin, and reprobation (reprobatio), which is inde- 
pendent of external factors. God's decree of reprobation concretely means 
that God decided "from eternity out of his good pleasure 1. to create [human 
beings], 2. to permit the fall, 3. to leave [them] in their fall and to permit their 
final unrepentance and unbelief, 4. to damn them justly, [and] 5. to display the 
glory of his justice in them.”85 

Other questions raised by Voetius revolve around God's free right, such as 
the sacrifice of Isaac, or the possibility of undoing the prohibition on polyg- 
amy. In them, Voetius's responses are entirely in line with his position on the 


83 SD 1, 426 (no. 6-7): “An Deus possit absolute praeterire et reprobare quasdam creaturas 
rationales absque antecedente et praeviso peccato? Resp[ondetur] Aff [irmatur| contra 
Remonstrantes, aliosque antiquos et recentiores Pelagianizantes. v11. An Deus … possit 
homini mandare ut credat falsum, ut odio habeat Deum etc. Neg[atur |.” 

84 Thus Van den Brink, “Gods almacht,” 75, who discerns remnants of a nominalist concept 
of God in Voetius. 

85  SD1354—57, esp. 354-55: Probl. xxv. An Deus absque peccati praevisi tanquam causae aut 
necessarii antecedentis sui decreti interventu posset aliquem reprobare. Resp[ondetur] 
Aff[irmatur].... Ponam hic singula hujus decreti momenta, secundum ordinem naturae 
generantis et intendentis concipienda, ut adversarii si possint absurditatem unius ex illis 
in se, aut singulorum inter se connexionis evincant. Deus reprobavit N. N. negative et 
positive hoc est, decrevit, voluit, statuit, destinavit ab aeterno secundum beneplacitum 
suum. 1. Eum creare. 2. permittere lapsum. 3. relinquere in lapsu et permittere finalem 
ejus impoenitentiam et infidelitatem. 4. Juste illum damnare. 5. gloriam justitiae suae 
in illo ostendere." Voetius can also reverse the infralapsarian (historical) order and con- 
sider this question in a supralapsarian way, that is, from the perspective of God's inten- 
tion (ibid., 356): "In hoc ergo objecto reprobationis locum finis obtinet illustratio gloriae 
justitiae; locum mediorum 1. justa damnatio propter peccatum, 2. eique proxime sub- 
ordinata..., permissio peccati. 3. quam praecedit, et cui in ordine decreti subordinatur 
creatio hominis. Haec enim ex serie praedestinationis excludere non possunt, qui illa axi- 
omata nobiscum retinent: Deum nihil velle, nihilque agere frustra sed certo fine: Deum 
sua intentione non excidere: Finem esse primum intentione, et ultimum ex[e]cutione." 
Once again, the Scotist notion of states or moments of nature is clearly present here, 
regardless of all differences between Scotus and Voetius regarding the doctrine of elec- 
tion; cf. Scotus, Ordinatio, 1, d. 41, q. u., n. 41 (ed. Vat., VI, 332-33); Vos, Johannes Duns 
Scotus, 153-55; cf. also Vos et al., DSDL, 146—64; Te Velde, “Verkiezing”; Vos, The Theology of 
John Duns Scotus, 315-27. 
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basic distinction between God's necessary and free right as set out in the dis- 
putation De iure et iustitia Dei.86 

Voetius does not come with a decisive answer to every question.?" There 
are some cases where he refuses to discuss the absurd or curious speculations 
of the "scholastics."5$ He clearly understands there to be limits to the human 
capacity of understanding, which cannot detect all places where a contradic- 
tion is implied. 


11.5 Summary 


Although God is “pure act,” two “potencies” (potentiae) can be predicated of 
him: logical possibility (potentia logica) and active power (potentia activa). In 
Scotist terms, logical possibility means non-repugnance or consistency in the 
terms of a proposition, and by it the extent of what is possible for God (i.e., the 
objects of God's power) is defined. God's active power properly understood 
is his external and outwardly directed (ad extra) "power to act" in regard to 
his creatures. God's actual power is thus a relational attribute, and Voetius 
describes that power as his omnipotence. 

The most important conceptual distinction within God's power is that 
between his potentia absoluta and potentia ordinata. Voetius takes over Duns 
Scotus's definition of this distinction, according to which God's ordained 
power relates to the order that is freely established by God's will, although one 
can also abstract his power from it so that it stands in isolation (cf. absoluta). 
As such, God's absolute power surpasses his ordained power which is bound to 
the actual order. All the same, the Scotist definition, as Voetius understands it, 
excludes the possibility for God to be able to act "inordinate"; even God's acts 
that come from his potentia absoluta are bound to the divine nature and the 
regulative attributes of his essence, and are therefore restricted to the realm 
of logical possibility. For that reason, Voetius considers also Descartes's con- 
structivist theory of the dependence of "eternal truths" (= necessary truths) 
on God's will to be unacceptable. In light of Voetius's definition of *ordained 
power" as God's power with respect to the things he wills and *absolute power" 
as God's power with respect to things he does not will, the divine will shows 
itself once more to be as a hinge for the doctrine of God. 


86  SD1, 427 (no. 21); 1, 430 (no. 46). Cf. above, ch. 10.2. 

87  SeesSDI, 426 (nos. 2, 3, 5); 427 (nos. 15, 25) 428 (no. 34); 429 (no. 36); 430 (nos. 1-2, 6, 9); 432 
(no. 18, 21) 433 (no. 43). 

88 See SD 1,426 (nos. 27-28, 30); 429 (nos. 41, 45); 431 (no. 16). 
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Voetius clearly distances himself from an extreme nominalist or voluntarist 
position on the potentia Dei, which holds that God can act beyond or against 
his justice and goodness. Furthermore, he argues that when Calvin rejects the 
concept of potentia absoluta as a “fabrication,” he is thinking specifically of 
such a (nominalist) view and therefore rejects the misuse — not the proper 
use! — of the distinction between God's absolute and ordained power. Voetius's 
treatment of this problem in Calvin represents a good example of the expositio 
reverentialis method. 

The object of God's active power is thus restricted by the boundaries of log- 
ical possibility. What is logically impossible can never be the object of God's 
power. Formally, a thing is in itself possible or impossible; however, everything 
that exists stems from God's essence as far as its ontic origin is concerned. The 
decisive formal criterion for possibility is the absence of contradiction. Voetius 
for that reason outlines extensively how one can identify things that imply a 
contradiction and thus cannot be the object of God's power. Among the exam- 
ples he treats we find the change of the host's substance while its accidents 
remain the same (i.e., the Roman Catholic doctrine of transubstantiation) as 
well as the communication of divine attributes to Christ's human nature (i.e., 
the Lutheran doctrine of the ubiquity of Christ). A catalogue of 49 theological 
and 34 metaphysical and physical questions, whose genre recalls the catalogue 
of 219 Aristotelian-Averroist theses condemned in 1277, offers a large number 
of specific examples of which some clearly imply a contradiction, others are 
unequivocally possible, while yet others can or ought not to be decided upon 
unambiguously. 


CHAPTER 12 


Divine Decree and Human Free Choice 


12.1 Introduction 


The four preceding chapters illustrated that Voetius was convinced that God's 
will does not imply a determinism. In fact, for him it is the key role played by 
the will in relation to God's knowledge, right, and power that prevents deter- 
minist implications that would otherwise arise from God's necessary being 
and knowledge. The next question to consider is whether Voetius really and 
explicitly does exclude determinist consequences which some hold God's will 
to have on the human will. This issue forms the topic of the present chapter. 
The current chapter will not only unveil some interesting elements of Voetius's 
anthropology, but also crosscheck the results of our earlier investigation by 
examining whether his view on the freedom of the human will confirms or in 
fact undermines our non-determinist! interpretation of his doctrine of God. 

Compared to the small number of statements on the doctrine of predes- 
tination scattered throughout Voetius's writings, the source material for 
addressing this question is rather extensive. This fact alone makes Alexander 
Schweizer's thesis regarding predestination as the “central dogma" of Reformed 
Protestantism rather problematic.? But should we instead follow Johannes 
HenricusScholten who maintained, againstSchweizer and Ferdinand Christian 
Baur, that “Reformed determinism" was demanded not only “by the concep- 
tion of God,’ but even more so by a “good empirical anthropology according 
to which the Reformed ... correctly cast aside as fictive the dominant view on 
human freedom as indifferentia ad velle aut non velle"?? 


m 


I deliberately avoid “indeterminist, because this term already has a different meaning 
which — according to the common understanding — excludes the determination of the 
human will by the divine will. As I see it, Voetius advocates a position which can be inter- 
preted as a tertium between the two alternatives “determinism — indeterminism" commonly 
understood. Voetius's position also differs from the modern concept of “conceptualism”; see 
now for Reformed orthodoxy in general Muller, Divine Will, 322-24, and Muller, “Neither 
Liberarian nor Compatibilist," responding to Helm, “Francis Turretin and Jonathan Edwards 
on Compatibilism" cf. also Shanley, “Beyond libertarianism and compatibilism," 88-89. 

2 Seetheinfluential work by Schweizer, Die protestantischen Centraldogmen, and on its refuta- 

tion, cf. Muller, After Calvin, 44, 48, 62—71, 94-98. 

3 Scholten, De leer der Hervormde Kerk, 11, 21: “Tegen Schweizer en Baur zijn wij derhalve van 
oordeel, dat ook het anthropologische beginsel door de Gereformeerden niet uit het oog 
verloren is, en dat veeleer het gereformeerde determinisme niet slechts geeischt wordt 
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This chapter will begin by analysing three definitions of the freedom of the 
will which can be found in Voetius's writings (chapter 12.2). Next, the relation- 
ship between the human will and the divine decree will be considered (chap- 
ter12.3), followed in the last place by an analysis of Voetius's view on the degree 
of compatibility between God's execution of his decree in time and the free- 
dom of the human will (chapter 12.4). 


12.2 The Essence of Human Freedom 


The definition of the freedom of the will or free choice which Voetius gives in 
his De vitae termino (1634) largely corresponds with the definitions we find in 
Molina and Arminius.^ Free choice (liberum arbitrium) is 


the active faculty in human beings which of itself and its intrinsic and 
particular nature is not determined to one [side] alone but, with all the 
prerequisites for acting being posited, is of itself indifferent to perform- 
ing this or that act, and to act or not-act.? 


This definition can be broken down into at least seven elements. In the first 
place, it states that the liberum arbitrium is not a passive but an active fac- 
ulty. Secondly, the activity consists in self-determination: free choice is deter- 
mined "of itself" Thirdly, this self-determination involves a choice between 


door het godsbegrip, maar ook door eene goede empirische anthropologie, volgens welke 
de Gereformeerden, gelijk wij later zullen aantoonen, de heerschende opvatting der men- 
schelijke vrijheid, als ware zij indifferentia ad velle aut non velle, als eene fictie teregt ter zijde 
gesteld hebben.” 

4 Strictly speaking "liberum arbitrium" does not mean freedom of the will, but freedom of 
choice (“arbiter” = “judge”). This distinction between "voluntas" and "arbitrium" is important 
already for Augustine; cf. Den Bok, “Freedom of Will. 

5 DTV,109: "facultas activa in homine, quae ex se et sua intrinseca ac particulari natura non est 
determinata ad unum tantum, sed indifferens ex se ad hoc vel illud operandum, et ad ope- 
randum, et non operandum positis omnibus requisitis ad agendum." Cf. Molina, Concordia, 
I, disp. 2, n. 3 (ed. Rabeneck, 14): "illud agens liberum dicitur quod positis omnibus requi- 
sitis ad agendum potest agere et non agere aut ita agere unum ut contrarium etiam agere 
possit"; Arminius, Articuli nonnulli, v1, 8 (952): "Libertas arbitrii consistit in eo, quo homo 
positis omnibus requisitis ad volendum vel nolendum, indifferens tamen sit ad volendum 
vel nolendum, ad volendum hoc potius, quam illud." Cf. Bac, Perfect Will Being, 206-8, and in 
general Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 135-39; Stanglin and McCall, Jacob Arminius, 62-69; Beck, 
"Rezeption Melanchthons,’ 337-41; Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and Philosophy, 174-79. 
Goudriaan specifically contrasts Voetius's understanding with that of Descartes, perhaps 
with a view to the comparison with Antonius Driessen (ibid., 182-87). 
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alternatives; the contingent judgment of the will is not previously determined 
to one alternative (ad unum), like fire is according to its nature determined 
to “burning.” Instead, the will is in the fourth place “of itself indifferent." This 
indifferent alternativity is twofold: on the one hand (and as the fifth element), 
a person can will to perform this or that act, as when someome can either write 
or read; on the other hand (and as the sixth element), someone can will some- 
thing or refrain from willing that thing, as when the reader of this book can 
will to continue to read or not-continue to read. The seventh and last element 
states that all required preconditions must be present. We will return to this 
final aspect later on. 

It furthermore needs to be mentioned that with this definition, Voetius's 
specific concern is the kind of freedom that is commonly defined as "freedom 
of exercise" or “freedom of contradiction" (libertas exercitii, contradictionis).® 
This means in particular the sixth aspect mentioned above, namely, the free- 
dom to do or refrain from doing something." When Voetius speaks in a later 
context also of the "specification of the act,” this pertains to the fifth aspect, 
that is, the freedom to will to perform this act or that act.® Here Voetius follows 
the prevalent Suazerian terminology of his time.? 

Another element that is worth mentioning is that the definition above 
appears to concern not only the freedom of volition, but also the freedom to 
execute that volition (ad operandum ).!9 

Up to this point, Voetius agrees for the most part with not only Arminius," 
but also the Jesuit theologians. As is the case with them, for Voetius the defini- 
tion concerns an essential human attribute which God cannot just take away 
from humanity with his absolute power inasmuch as a human being remains 


6 DTV, 109: "Omissis variis distinctionibus libertatis a coactione, a servitute, a culpa 
inclinante, a miseria impellente etc. in praesenti negotio intelligimus libertatem quam 
vocant exercitii, contradictionis, et a natura naturalique determinatione quae omni volun- 
tati in quocunque statu formalis et essentialis est.” 

7 In a formula: aWp & Ma-Wp (a - individual constant denoting a subject; W - will oper- 
ator; p = constant for the object of the will; M = modal possibility operator). The desig- 
nation "freedom of contradiction" probably stems from the fact that “M(aWp & a-Wp)" 
would declare a contradiction possible. 

In a formula: aWp & MaW-p. 

Cf. DTV, no et al., and cf. Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, disp. 22, sect. 2, n. 35 (ed. 
Berton, xxv, 820a). On the Jesuit concept of freedom in the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries more generally, cf. Ramelow, Gott, Freiheit, Weltenwahl, 131—218. 

10 This distinction is also found, for instance, in Scotus, Lectura, I, qq. 1—5, d. 39, n. 52 (ed. Vat, 
XVII, 496; CF, 122-23). 

11 It should be noted that Arminius — in contrast to Molina, who speaks of freedom “ad 
agendum” - limits freedom of the will to freedom of acts of the will; cf. above, n. 5, Dekker, 
Rijker dan Midas, 138-39. 
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a person ^who is endowed with reason and acts freely according to his own 
choice”? As a result, this freedom is one that belongs to the entire human race 
regardless of its situation or "state"; it is a human attribute that remains even 
beyond the state of integrity.!3 

The decisive difference over against the Jesuits and Arminius, who largely 
follows Molina on this point,” is found in the seventh aspect of the defini- 
tion: ^with all the preconditions for acting being posited." Voetius emphatically 
states that it is in particular the interpretation of this formulation that is cru- 
cial for deciding whether or not the definition is acceptable. Voetius is willing 
to subscribe it only if that clause is understood temporally so as to embrace 
only those preconditions that temporally precede the point in time when the 
decision of the will is made.!? His reason for insisting on this is to exclude from 
the preconditions "God's act in respect to the will, and the act of the will”! 
For, "God's motion and premotion" comes into play only at the very same time 
as the decision of the human will. This motion and premotion, however, is a 
precondition for the human will, leading Voetius to ascribe to it a natural or 
structural priority: 


For God's motion and premotion is prior in nature, and it is a precondi- 
tion in this respect alone, and not in time.!” 


12  DTV,109:"Et haec quidem libertas ita definita ab homine tolli non potest per absolutam 
Dei potentiam quamdiu homo manet homo ratione praeditus, et agens £xoüctov xorrà 
Tpoapecty." 

13 C£ above, n. 6. 

14 See Dekker, “Was Arminius a Molinist?" 

15 See below, n. 17, and cf. sp v, 734: "Instantia. 2. Libertas est, quae positis omnibus ad 
agendum requisitis potest agere et non agere. Atqui posita praerequisita efficaci motione 
et praemotione (secundum nostram sententiam) non potest agere aut non agere. Resp. 
Distingue praerequisita ad agendum, tempore priora, a praerequisitis prioribus naturae. 
Si intelligit praerequisita tempore priora, concedimus: sin praerequisita natura priora, 
Negamus.” 

16 DTV, 109: “Inter requisita autem illa non numeramus Dei actionem circa voluntatem et 
actus voluntatis." 

17  DTV,109: "Intellige ergo in definitione libertatis, omnia requisita quae priora sunt et prae- 
requiruntur tempore. Jam vero motio et praemotio Dei prior est natura, atque ita praere- 
quiritur tantum, non tempore.” Cf. also sp 1, 842. Interestingly enough, Helm, Providence, 
43, argues that a concept of freedom, which implies that “the entire history of the uni- 
verse, up to the point of our choice, is consistent either with our performing of that action 
or with our refraining from it,” is “incompatible with determinism.’ In contrast to Helm, 
Voetius accepts such a concept of freedom; cf. also Beck and Vos, "Conceptual Patterns 
Related to Reformed Scholasticism," 227-28. See on the Scotist notion of moments of 
nature or structural moments, “Synthesis and Relevance,’ section 7; CF, 12-13; Vos, The 
Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 245-49; Gelber, It Could Have Been Otherwise, 130-133. 
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The decision of the human will thus does not come temporally but natu- 
rally or structurally “later.” Does Voetius mean, then, that there is no longer 
any indifferent alternativity when God's "synchronic" act and volition come 
into view? That can hardly be the case, for Voetius's specific concern is to show 
that those who object that the freedom of the human will is broken through 
the divine decree have no foundation on which they can stand.!? Furthermore, 
it would conflict with the inalienability of the liberum arbitrium for human- 
ity which Voetius is defending in this context.? Against his objectors, Voetius 
attempts to guard the relationship between the will of people and the acts of 
God. This becomes clear from what he writes to justify his interpretation of the 
above definition: 


The act of God's will is so closely tied to the acts of the creature that it 
cannot be separated or excluded from them, and that, since the creature 
itself moves according to the mode suited to it, it is not possible for the 
creature not to be moved and to move — in the compound sense, to be 
sure (in sensu scilicet composito ).?9 


Voetius emphasizes here how closely the act of God's will is tied to the acts of 
the will of creatures. They are so closely bound up with each other that God's 
will is tied inseparably to the human act, while it is at the same time not pos- 
sible for creatures to move without being moved by God. The second aspect, 
where motion is required on the part of God for a creature to move itself, is 
no more than the explanation of this self-motion. The creaturely will is a will 
insofar as it moves itself just like the divine will does, but it is a creaturely will 
insofar as its self-motion is not possible without motion on the part of God. 
God's motion is not opposed to the self-motion of the human will, but is its 
possibility condition. 

That Voetius would have this quotation to be understood in this way 
becomes clear from the clause he adds at the end: *in the compound sense, 
to be sure" (in sensu composito). As we saw above in chapter 9.4, Voetius uses 
this distinction in the Scotist sense so that the *compound sense" means that a 
sentence containing a conjunction is read as one sentence, rather than *in the 


18  DTV,109-16. 

19 See above, n. 12. 

20 DTV, 109: “Dei actus creaturae actibus tam intimus est ut ab iis separari aut excludi non 
possit, et ipso movente secundum modum cuilibet creaturae convenientem, non possit 
non creatura moveri et movere in sensu scilicet composito." 
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divided sense" by being divided into two separate sentences.?! When Voetius 
insists that the above must be read in the compound sense, this means that 
the sentence 


Itis not possible: The creature is not moved by God, and it moves itself, 


is true. Here the modal operator applies to both parts of the conjunctive phrase; 
since this conjunctive phrase implies a contradiction, it must be affirmed that 
this “is not possible" As we have seen, however, Voetius insists that the sen- 
tence is to be understood in the compound sense and that it is true only in 
the compound sense. This implies that he implicitly albeit clearly holds the 
sentence to be false in the divided sense. In the divided sense it reads: 


The creature is not moved by God, and it is not possible that it moves 
itself. 


In this reading the modal operator no longer relates to the original sentence as 
a whole, but only to the second part so that the sentence is now formulated in 
the divided sense. However, if the sentence 


The creature is not moved by God, and it is not possible that it moves 
itself, 


is false, then, as long as the first part sentence (= “the creature is not moved by 
God") remains presumed, the following sentence must be true: 


The creature is not moved by God, and it is possible that it moves itself. 


This means, however, that Voetius recognizes the possibility of crea- 
turely self-motion (- "it is possible that it moves itself") together with its 
not-being-moved by God (= “the creature is not moved by God"). Since, on the 
basis of the inseparability of the divine and human act the not-being-moved 
by God strictly implies the not-moving-itself of the human will, the result is a 


21 The formulation “non possit non creatura moveri et movere in sensu scilicet composito" 
(DTV, 109) is particularly complicated due to the double negative. Therefore, Voetius here 
insists on reading it “in sensu composito" with respect to an impossibility, while else- 
where he insists on the reading "in sensu diviso" with respect to a possibility; see DTV, 101: 
"sic Socrates cum sedet, potest non sedere; et Hermachus cum morte casuali moritur in 
juventute, potest tamen non mori, in sensu scilicet diviso." Likewise below, n. 26. 


DIVINE DECREE AND HUMAN FREE CHOICE 445 


compossibility of the human will's self-motion to an act with the possibility of 
its non-self-motion to that same act. In other words, the statement "the crea- 
ture is not moved by God" implies the statement "the creature does not move 
itself" which in turn does not exclude the truth of the following sentence: 


The creature does not move itself, and it is possible that it moves itself. 


The compossibility implied by Voetius at this point is highly significant. Here 
it means that a creature's self-motion to a determined act of the will is not 
strictly necessary but contingent. God's will and act concerning his creatures 
meets its goal, but with that the possibility to will and act in another way is not 
excluded. As a consequence, it is denied that the human act of will is strictly 
necessary — which would in any case be a contradictio in adjecto — while its 
autonomy or independence is at the same time also excluded. The human will 
acts on its own and is formally free, while remaining dependent on God. 


Voetius is clearly motivated by his concern that the above definition of free- 
dom should not be understood as autonomous freedom. This is further evident 
in the explanation he adds, in the process appealing to Thomas Aquinas: 


It therefore does not belong to the essence of freedom that it be in every 
way free "above" and “below,” and that it obtain the highest, first, and 
absolute dominion — excluding God's dominion and freedom — over 
its acts.?? 


Voetius thus excludes a human freedom that comes at the cost of God's 
freedom.23 


22 DTV, 109: "Non est ergo de essentia libertatis, ut sit omnimodo libera supra et infra, et 
dominium actionum suarum supremum, primum et absolutum obtineat, excluso domi- 
nio et libertate Dei” In this context, Voetius approvingly cites Aquinas, S.T/., 1, q. 83, a. 
1, ad 3: “Non tamen hoc est de necessitate libertatis, quod sit prima causa sui id quod 
liberum est, sicut nec ad hoc quod aliquid sit causa alterius, requiritur quod sit prima 
causa eius. Deus igitur est prima causa movens et naturales causas et voluntarias. Et sicut 
naturalibus causis, movendo eas, non aufert quin actus earum sint naturales; ita movendo 
causas voluntarias, non aufert quin actiones earum sint voluntariae, sed potius hoc in eis 
facit, operatur enim in unoquoque secundum eius proprietatem." 

23 It cannot be discussed here whether Voetius does justice to the Jesuits when he implicitly 
accuses them of teaching such a freedom. 
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A second definition of freedom can be found in a disputation authored and 
defended under Voetius's presidence by Engelbertus Beeckman (d. 1708) in 
1652.4 There a definition, which appears to be nearly identical with the first 
definition above, is attributed to the “Pelagianizing papists,” who can be iden- 
tified as those who follow the leading view in the Jesuit school: 


The Pelagianizing papists define "free" as follows: "A free power by which, 
with all the preconditions for acting being presupposed, someone can do 
or not-do this or that.’25 


Voetius and Beeckman complain that the Jesuits maintain "the indifference 
of the free power to both components not only in the divided sense, but also 
in the compound sense.”?6 They go on to argue that this implies a contradictio 
in terminis, since the sum total of all preconditions for activity (including the 
divine decree) strictly imply a determined act and are therefore not compat- 
ible with the factuality of an opposite act as would be required in the *com- 
pound sense," but only with the possibility of an opposite act ( "in the divided 
sense"). Interestingly, Voetius charges that this, together with the ensuing 
contradiction, pertains to the fact that his opponents understand the nature 
of freedom to consist not only in immunity from internal (intrinseca), abso- 
lute, and natural necessity and the resulting coercion (where Voetius agrees 
that this immunity is indeed essential to freedom), but also in immunity from 
external and hypothetical necessity.?7 Negation “in the divided sense" is clearly 
equivalent to an affirmation of absolute necessity — and Voetius denies them 


24 Disputatio philosophico-theologica, continens quaestiones duas, de distinctione attributo- 
rum divinorum, et libertate voluntatis, Utrecht 1652. I "discovered" these disputation in 
the "Andover-Harvard Theological Library" Cambridge, MA (Shelf mark: R.B.R. 602.2 
V876.4 dsd 1637). I am not aware of any other copies. For a translation and commentary 
on the second disputation (Freedom of the Will), see Beck, "The Will as Master of Its Own 
Act,” and cf. the response and alternative interpretation by Helm, “Reformed Thought,” 
188-193; Helm, “Structural indifference,” 189-192, 196-201 (summarized by Preciado, 
Reformed View, 18-19, 134-37), See also the interpretation and discussion by Muller, 
Divine Will, 221-47, which comes close to my own view. On Engelbertus Beeckman and 
the authorship of these disputations, cf. above, ch. 7.7.2, n. 139. 

25 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil-Theol, Aar: "Definiunt liberum Pontificii 
Pelagianizantes: potentiam liberam, qua positis omnibus ad agendum requisitis, quis potest 
agere et non agere, hoc vel illud, ut addit Arriagae.” 

26 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Aar: “Postulant ergo hi indifferentiam potentiae 
liberae ad utrumque in sensu non tantum diviso sed etiam composito; quod implicat 
contradictionem in terminis." See the explanation in Beck, "The Will as Master of Its Own 
Act,” esp. 154-57, and note the example above, at n. 21. 

27 On hypothetical necessity, cf. above, ch. 9.5, n. 121. 
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both, together with his opponents - , while negation "in the compound sense" 
is equivalent to an affirmation of relative necessity — and Voetius accepts them 
both, in contrast to his opponents. This suggests that Voetius considers his 
opponents' position to be not only inconsistent because it conflicts with the 
structurally prior divine concurrence that he considers to be a requirement for 
human agency, but also incoherent in terms of its own assumptions. 

Voetius and Beeckman counter the Jesuit definition with one of their own: 
creaturely freedom is 


the faculty which of itself and in respectto its natural (connaturalis) mode 
of acting can choose this or that, or not choose [this or that], following 
from the force of its internal, elective, and vital command (imperium ).?8 


In what follows, Voetius and Beeckman go on to explain this definition. They 
speak of a faculty which can choose of itself (ex se), given that it is a "principle 
that formally is elective with respect to its act.” For God may be an efficient 
cause, but he is not a formal cause or co-cause of these acts insofar as they are 
free. If that were indeed the case, it would not be a human person's will that 
wills, but rather God who wills in that person, something that is “absurd in 
theology.”?9 King Cyrus of Persia, for example, acted freely when God supplied 
the esse effectivum to the act of the king's will (volitio) — this will being the sole 
formal cause of this act - , although - as Ezra 11 witnesses — God so moved 
his heart that Cyrus made that proclamation regarding the return from exile 
throughout his kingdom.?9 


28 _ Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Aar: "Facultas, quae ex se, et respectu connatu- 
ralis agendi modi, tam hoc quam illud, potest eligere, et non eligere, ex vi interni, Electivi, 
et vitalis sui Imperii." Note the variances between this translation (with input from Albert 
Gootjes) and the translation provided in Beck, "The Will as Master of Its Own Act,” 149, 
which are both possible translations, each with its own merits. 

29 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Aar: "Facultas quae ex se tanquam principio for- 
maliter elicitivo suorum actuum, quorum licet Deus sit efficiens, non tamen Causa vel 
concausa formalis eorum, qua scil. liberorum, nam ita voluntas hominis non vellet, sed 
Deus in ipsa; quod absurdum in Theologia." 

30 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A4v: "Ratio formalis electionis, est Unio objec- 
tiva boni ut non necessarii fini intento, ab intellectu propositi: atqui ipsa Libertas est 
Causa intrinseca, Vitalis et sola formalis hujus unionis; nam licet Deus excitando Cyri 
Spiritum, Ezr. 1. vers. 1. esse effectivum volitioni contribuat, causa tamen vel concausa for- 
malis ejus non evasit volitionis, qua scil. liberae" Ezra 13 (ESV): “In the first year of Cyrus 
king of Persia, that the word of the Lord by the mouth of Jeremiah might be fulfilled, the 
Lord stirred up the spirit of Cyrus king of Persia, so that he made a proclamation through- 
out all his kingdom and also put it in writing." 
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Voetius and Beeckman want their definition to be understood in terms of a 
twofold indifference, since such twofold indifference is required for the mode 
of human activity appropriate to human nature.*! The first indifference is the 
"freedom of contrariety" (to choose this or that), which Voetius and Beeckman 
here call “objective indifference.” This is the will's indifference with respect to 
its object. Voetius explains this indifference in terms of a contingent relation- 
ship between the means proposed for choosing (ut eligibile propositi) and the 
absolutely intended end.3? 

The second indifference concerns the “freedom of contradiction" (to be able 
to choose something, or to refrain from choosing it). This is defined by Voetius 
and Beeckman as the “vital, internal, elective indifference” of the free power 
which has not yet been determined ultimately by the practical judgment.?3 

The freedom in natural agency for which these two forms of indifference 
provide cannot be overturned; God cannot ever undo it. This twofold indif- 
ference, but in particular the “vital, internal, elective indifference,” is the “for- 
mal basis (ratio formalis) of the freedom through which the kind of dominion 
(dominium) of the act is required for the will as a created entity can have.”* 


Up to this point, the discussion has concerned the freedom of the human will 
regardless of the state (status) in which the human race finds itself. For this 
reason, we also include a significant quotation pertaining to humanity's differ- 
ent states because it contains important elements for the purposes of defini- 
tion. Because it is quite lengthy, the quotation will be divided into two parts. It 


31 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Aar: “Nota hic quod Connaturalis agendi modus 
potentiae liberae duplicem requirat indifferentiam." Pace Helm, “Reformed Thought,” 
190-91 (cf. Helm, "Structural indifference,” 189-192, 196-201), structurally indifference (in 
sensu diviso) does matter for Voetius. Helm furthermore seems to misunderstand Voetius 
on the issue of indifference, as explained in Beck, “The Will as Master of Its Own Act,” 154— 
160. See now also the similar explanation by Muller, Divine Will, 241-47; cf. Van Gelderen, 
"Arminian Trouble," 31. 

32 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Aar-Agv: "Objectivam [indifferentiam], medii 
sc. ab intellectu ut eligibile propositi, cumque fine absolute intento, necessariam con- 
nexionem non habentis.” See on this Beck, “The Will as Master of Its Own Act,” and cf. 
the other contributions in Van Asselt, Bac, and Te Velde, Reformed Thought on Freedom, 
especially the chapter on Turretin by Dekker, Beck, and Pleizier, “Beyond Indifference.” 

33 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A4v: “Et Vitalem, Internam, Electivam [indif- 
ferentiam], quae est potentiae liberae, per Iudicium practico practicum [sic] nondum 
ultimo determinatae." 

34 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A4v: “Illa est formalis ratio libertatis, per quam 
relinquitur voluntati tale actus dominium, qualis capax est Entitas creata." On the charac- 
terization of the will as the master of its own act which was common in the Middle Ages, 
cf. below, n. 65. 
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stems from a disputation defended in 1661 by Godefrido Deys, and reprinted in 
1669 in the final volume of the Selectae disputationes: 


Is [the will] freely related to both sides of the opposition? We respond with 
a distinction. If the will is considered in itself and without any respect to 
a particular state, and if with “freedom” the same thing is understood as 
“voluntariness,” that is, (as people commonly call it) “natural freedom" or 
“indifference,” or the "flexibility (vertibilitas) of the will," or “rational com- 
placence”; or else, if “freedom” is understood as what they call “freedom 
of exercise or contradiction" — if that is the case, then we affirm. For that 
[freedom] can no more be separated from the human will than the will 
can be separated from a rational human being.?5 


The essential components of this definition hardly differ from those of the oth- 
ers. All the same, it is striking that Voetius in this context refers to the "freedom 
of contradiction" (which is the core of free choice) but omits the "freedom of 
contrariety." 

Before we move ahead to the second part of Voetius's response, it is impor- 
tant to note that he once again explicitly defines this freedom as an indispen- 
sable and essential attribute: just as it is absurd for the will to be separated 
from a rational man, so it is absurd for freedom to be taken away from the will. 
As Voetius maintains elsewhere against Flacius, the liberum arbitrium cannot 
be lost even through sin, nor can God take it away from man by virtue of his 
divine absolute power (de potentia absoluta) without that person ceasing to be 
a human being.?6 Voetius maintains that there is a dimension of the image of 
God that as such has remained untouched by sin, although because of sin it 
has fallen into a different framework and is indeed corrupted indirectly.?? 

The first part of this quotation therefore deals with the inner, formal essence 
of freedom that remains regardless of the state in which the will may be found. 


35 SD V, 229: “An [voluntas] habeat se ad utrumque oppositum libere? D. Resp. 1. Si voluntas 
consideretur in se et ut sic absque ullo respectu ad hunc aut illum statum: et sí per liber- 
tatem intelligatur idem quod voluntarium, hoc est, naturalis (uti vulgo dicitur) libertas, 
seu indifferentia et vertibilitas voluntatis, seu complacentia rationalis; aut intelligatur 
libertas, quam exercitii et contradictionis vocant: Af Non magis enim illa ab hominis 
voluntate separari potest, quam voluntas ab homine rationali." 

36 X See sp I, 140; cf. 1, 776; v, 467. Cf. above, ch. 5.3.3, n. 131; ch. 6.3, n. 43. 

37 SD V,593-600, esp. 598 (contra Maresius): "Si per imaginem proprie et divisim denotas 
subjectum imaginis divinae seu naturam illi substratam, hoc est, substantiam animae 
rationalis, cum facultatibus et proprietatibus essentialibus, aut eadem conjunctim cum 
donis, conceditur non debere omnimodam privationem inferri." These "facultates" are in 
particular "intelligere" and "velle." 
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Any other qualification following from the specific state of the human will 


must be compatible with this formal freedom. 
In the second part of the response, Voetius continues as follows: 


38 


However, if you consider the will: 


(1) 


Not in itself, but as it is in the state of sin, or in hell, or in heaven, or 
in Christ the God-man when he lived on earth (viator), 


(2) and if “freedom” is understood as the faculty and equilibrium 


(aequilibrium) equally [inclined] to what is morally and spiritually 
good and evil, and vice versa; 


(3) or if “freedom” is understood as freedom or immunity from the slav- 


ery of corruption and the captivity of sin; 


(4) orifitis understood as the absolution of every dependence, premo- 


tion, and predetermination of the predetermining first cause which 
predetermines to the exercise as well as to the specification of every 
act both as concerns its naturality and as concerns its moral or 
spiritual goodness; 


(5) or if by it is understood the freedom that excludes every necessity, 


that is, the necessity of the consequence, hypothetical necessity, or 
necessity following from the hypothesis, so that “free” and “necessary” 
are distinguished or opposed with respect to all its essences (as 
Arminius philosophizes rather infelicitously against Perkins); 


(6) finally, if “opposite” is understood to mean the opposite in the sense 


of contrariety, then freedom must strictly be denied, unless we are 
willing to come into repugnance with Scripture and right reason or 
the light of nature.38 


SD V, 229-30: "[11.] Sin vero voluntas spectetur: 


1. 


Non in se, sed prout est in statu lapsus, aut in inferno, aut in coelo, aut in Christo deav- 
Opry viatore. 


. Et per libertatem intelligatur facultas et aequilibrium aeque ad bonum ac ad malum 


morale et spirituale et vice versa. 


. Aut intelligatur libertas seu immunitas ab omni servitute corruptionis, et captivitate 


peccati. 


. Aut per eandem intelligatur absolutio ab omni dependentia, praemotione, praedeter- 


minatione causae primae praedeterminantis et ad exercitium et ad specificationem 
actus cujuscumque, et quod ad naturalitatem ejus, et quod ad bonitatem moralem seu 
spiritualitatem. 


. Aut ea intelligatur libertas, quae omnem necessitatem, dictam consequentiae, hypo- 


theticam seu ex hypothesi, excludat, ita ut librum et necessarium totis essentiis (uti 
infeliciter philosophatur Arminius contra Perkinsum) distinguantur, aut opponantur. 
Denique si per oppositum, intelligatur oppositum contrarie, strenue negandum est: 
nisi Scripturae, et rectae rationi ac lumini naturali repugnare velimus." 
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Thus, while the first part of the response remained on the formal level 
of the freedom of the will, the second part is primarily concerned with the 
material level.3? Voetius gives a list of six situations in which freedom must be 
denied; the verdict at the end of (6), starting with “then freedom must strictly 
be denied,” relates to the entire second part of the response. The connection 
between the clauses of this part of the response is rather complex insofar as 
(1) does not stand on its own, but is to be read in combination with one of 
the remaining points (2)-(6).* When the first two are combined, the result 
is the denial of a freedom in which sinners are not disposed to evil and holy 
people are not disposed to good, but stand in an "equilibrium" where they are 
neutral to evil or good. The third point relates to humanity in the state of sin, 
where it has become captive to sin; there the arbitrium is a servum arbitrium. 
The fourth and fifth points deny that there is autonomous human freedom; 
humanity remains dependent on God. Voetius addresses in particular the view 
of Arminius, who had posited that every necessity, including hypothetical 
necessity, is incompatible with the freedom of the human will. Voetius here 
most notably objects to Arminius's denial of the hypothetical necessity that 
follows from the divine decree and divine concurrence.*! 

The sixth point is noteworthy. How are we to understand it when Voetius 
appears to depart from his definition above and now denies the "freedom of 
contrariety”?* As I see it, Voetius means something else in this context. The 
passage from this 1661 disputation refers to a specific human state, where not 
all objects of the will are equally available to people in a material sense.^? If 
fallen man did materially have the "freedom of contrariety" or the "freedom 
to the specification of the act” it would mean that he could of himself choose 
both good and evil, without the grace of God. Fallen man would thus have not 


39 On the distinction between formal and material freedom, cf. Dekker and Veldhuis, 
Freedom and Sin, esp. 155-57: formal freedom is “a property of the human subject, namely 
the freedom to will or not to will or to will the opposite of a state of affairs, while material 
freedom means the concrete and situated "freedom with regard to objects of choice which 
can be effectuated by free choice." 

40 This is indicated by the fact that (2) is introduced by “and” instead of “or” (3)-(5) or 
"finally" (6). 

41 Cf Arminius, Examen Perkinsiani, 708-u, esp. 709: "Necessarium ex natura tollit liber- 
tatem et contingentiam" 710: “Omnis enim necessitas pugnat cum libertate, non tantum 
coactionis necessitas; Quod ita verum est, ut ne instantia quidem dari possit ulla veri- 
tati isti infirmandae.” Arminius interprets the various kinds of necessity in a particular 
way, deviating from the standard scholastic interpretation; see on this Dekker, Rijker dan 
Midas, 61-63. Cf. On hypothetical necessity, cf. above, ch. 9.5, n. 121. 

42  SDV,230:"Denique si per oppositum, intelligatur oppositum contrarie, strenue negandum 
est: nisi Scripturae, et rectae rationi ac lumini naturali repugnare velimus." 

43 On this distinction, cf. above, n. 39. 
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only the freedom to choose the means to an end, but also the freedom of him- 
self to aim for the ultimate end of eternal communion with God. It is hardly 
surprising to find Voetius together with all orthodox Reformed and Lutheran 
theologians, as well as the majority of Catholic theologians of his time (to 
whom he sweepingly refers as the "Thomists") rejecting such a view of human 
freedom, where their main concern is soteriological in nature. If this inter- 
pretation is correct, it means that Voetius rejects the "freedom of contrariety" 
in statu peccati in the material sense, but not in the formal sense.^^ 

Atthe same time, it must be recalled that Voetius thought humanity to have 
fallen into sin of its own accord. He thus rejects the position defended by some 
Reformed theologians who claim that Adam fell because God took away from 
him the grace necessary to persevere, describing it as “somewhat overly harsh 
or ambiguous and obscure."45 


12.3 The Divine Decree and Human Freedom 


We have seen that Voetius attributes to humanity not an autonomous, but 
a formally free choice of the will. At the same time, however, he insists on a 
hypothetical necessity on the part of God. How is this to be understood? 

In their disputation on the freedom ofthe human will, Voetius and Beeckman 
write that they propose three kinds of hypothetical necessity over against the 
Jesuits: the necessity arising from the decree (in place of which the Jesuits hold 
to scientia media), the necessity of physical premotion (in place of which they 
propose an indifferent praecursus and concursus), and the necessity from the 
determination of the ultimate practical judgment of the intellect.* 


44 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Aqr-Biv. Cf. also the chapters on Zanchi, Junius, 
Gomarus, Francis Turretin and Bernardinus de Moor in Van Asselt, Bac, and Te Velde, 
Reformed Thought on Freedom. Also the fact that a few lines further on, in sD v, 230, 
Voetius emphasizes that he defended precisely this view "ex professo" in his De Termino 
Vitae, supports an interpretation that does not assume a contradiction in the two writ- 
ings. It is also possible that in the sixth point Voetius only wanted to deny that contra- 
rily constituted acts can be willed together, inasmuch as contradictorily constituted acts 
cannot be willed together either. Understood this way, freedom to contrarily constituted 
acts is indeed repugnant to “right reason or the light of nature,” as Voetius says; see above, 
n. 38. 

45 SD 1, 393-94, esp. 393: "Quod autem a nonnullis substractio gratiae hic intervenisse dici- 
tur, duriuscule aut ambigue et obscure mihi dictum videatur" 

46 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A4v. To avoid terminological confusion, it 
should be noted that Voetius occasionally describes the second category (physical pre- 
motion of the act) also as concurrence (concursus). On this and the following paragraph, 
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The first two kinds of necessity following from the decree and physical 
premotion will be treated in this section and the next. Since the third form 
of necessity does not pertain directly to the theme of this chapter, it will be 
passed over. We will limit ourselves to observing that Voetius paradoxically 
defines it as a "free necessity" that does not impair the freedom of the will 
in any way, and that he further argues that the last practical judgment of the 
intellect already includes some involvement of the will.^? 

It should furthermore be noted that the strict implicative relationship 
between God's decree, divine concurrence (concursus), and the human, prac- 
tical judgment of both intellect and human will is independent of humanity's 
state. The three forms of hypothetical necessity thus follow from humanity's 
essential createdness, rather than its accidental sinfulness. 

God's decree is distinguished from his concurrence in that the decree is an 
eternal, intentional decision, while concurrence relates to the execution of 
that decree in time. Already in his De termino vitae (1631) Voetius addresses 
the Remonstrant objection that “the immutability of the divine decree and the 
most powerful execution according to the decree turns everything that is free 
and contingent into [something] necessary, and does not bend the will but 
breaks it.”48 He responds: 


God's decree does not change the nature of things, since it does not con- 
stitute anything in things, and since no passing over of a future state of 
affairs into [actual] being is accomplished through the decree, but only 
a [passing over of] a possible state of affairs into futurition. Yet the exe- 
cution or emanating (emanans) operation of God is not repugnant to the 


cf. Van Ruler, “New Philosophy to Old Standards"; Goudriaan, Reformed Orthodoxy and 
Philosophy, 145-55. 

47 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Biv: "Quod voluntas ab ultimo intellectus prac- 
tici judicio, non influxu physico, realiter influente, sed motione suaviter efficaci, ut ab 
accedente determinatur, et neccessitas quae hinc exoritur non tollat libertatem sed sit 
libertati determinatae quasi essentialis, est enim necessitas libera, cum a principio libero 
proveniat, et tollit tantum indifferentiam a libertate in sensu composito." On this, cf. the 
commentary in Beck, "The Will as Master of Its Own Act,” 167—70, and cf. Voetius's exten- 
sive discussion in SD 1, 831-50, which, to my mind, is inaccurately labeled as “intellectual- 
ist" by Ebrard, Christliche Dogmatik, 1, 319-23; cf. also Yagi, A Gift from England, 126-38. 

48 DTV, u2: "Instant. Atqui immutabilitatis decreti divini, et secundum illud potentissima 
executio, omne liberum et contingens facit necessarium et frangit non flectit voluntates." 
In keeping with English idiom, I translate “voluntates” by “will”; the plural form in the 
Latin original is not relevant as regards content. Here, I follow the considerations in DTV 
(see now also Bac, Perfect Will Being, 195-208); on the relationship between the decree 
and freedom of the will in Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A2v-Bir, see Beck, 
"The Will as Master of Its Own Act,” 161-63. 
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immutable decree and established order, but it powerfully and gently 
(potenter et suaviter) disposes everything in such a wonderful way that 
the things about which God had decided that they would occur freely 
and contingently also occur freely and contingently.*? 


Voetius emphasizes here that it is specifically through his decree and con- 
currence that God makes sure that free and contingent states of affairs occur 
freely and contingently. God's operation is “powerful” and "gentle" at one and 
the same time.9? God's decree and concurrence do not change the nature or 
modality of things (which would be altogether impossible), but only their 
state: God can bring a possible state of affairs over into a state of futurition.5! 
Consequently, God cannot turn the human will into a cause that has a natural 
necessity determined to one effect. As Voetius explains later on, not even with 
his potentia absoluta is it possible for God to impose such a natural necessity 
(necessitas naturalis) or the necessity of coercion (necessitas coactionis) on 
humanity. In just the same way, the decree does not imply an ontic necessity 
(necessitas consequentis); the necessity that follows from the decree is only a 
relative or hypothetical necessity (necessitas secundum quid, consequentiae, 
seu ex hypothesi).5? 


49  DTV,nu2-13: "Decretum Dei non mutat naturas, rerum, quia nihil ponit in rebus, neque per 
decretum est transitus rei futurae ad suum esse, sed tantum rei possibilis ad suum fore. 
Executio vero seu operatio Dei emanans, immutabili decreto et ordini posito non repug- 
nat, sed potenter et suaviter omnia mirabili modo ita disponit, ut libere seu contingenter 
fiat quodcunque ita fieri decrevit." 

50 On this expression cited frequently in the course of the Controversy de Auxiliis, the 
so-called “Gnadenstreit,” cf. Wisd. of Sol. 83 in the Vulgate: “[Sapientia] adtingit enim a 
fine usque ad finem fortiter et disponit omnia suaviter." 

51 Cf. DTV, 104-5: “Est enim res quaelibet natura sua vel contingens vel necessaria, et talis 
perpetuo manet in quocunque statu, sive sit in potentia sive in actu.... Transit ergo con- 
tingens non de natura sua in aliam, quasi unam naturam habeat sic, aliam sic: sed de 
statu in statum; ut quod futurum erat in statu potentialitatis, praesens dicatur in statu 
actualitatis, quod ibi indeterminatum erat seu indifferens ad utramque partem, hic sit 
determinatum ad unum." As distinct from today's modal logic, Voetius (as well as, e.g., 
Duns Scotus) understands a possible state of affairs as one that has no actual being, but 
can be actualized. A contingent state of affairs, on the other hand, does have actual being 
but could also not be actual. Cf. above, ch. 8.2; 11.4. 

52 DTV, 105-6, esp. 105 "Secundo, [necessitas] naturae ex natura rei, seu naturalis qua causa 
quaeque naturalis determinata est ad unum effectum, idque ex vi concursus divini seu 
ordinis naturalis rerum, potentiae Dei ordinariae et lege creationis: qualem Chrysippeo 
dogmati impingit Aphrodisaeus lib. de Fato: … hanc libertati voluntatis non minus 
repugnare, quam coactionem nobis certum est. Eam ne Deus quidem per absolutam 
potentiam imponere potest homini, nisi prius in non hominem illum transformaverit." 
Cf. above, ch. 9.4, and especially ch. 9.5. 
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In Voetius's eyes, this hypothetical "necessity" following from the decree, 
implying a strict implicative relationship between the decree and what is 
decreed, is just as "harmless" as the "necessity" that every contingent event 
has on the assumption of its existence? For that reason, as Voetius writes 
elsewhere, in time the human will removes the very same thing as the divine 
decree does, namely, in sensu composito the indifference of the human will to 
the opposite of that which it actually wills. The only thing excluded by this is 
the possibility at the same time to will something and not to will it: 


Thus the will, as far as its natural way of acting is concerned, is not more 
necessitated by the decree than it is by itself.5+ 


As Voetius explains elsewhere, this kind of “necessity” in fact even applies 
to God: 


God's freedom is more excellent than human freedom, and yet, on the 
hypothesis of the decree he created the world, sent the Son, necessarily 
[and] yet no less freely. If God's freedom can tolerate a necessity follow- 
ing from the hypothesis of the divine decree, why should human freedom 
not tolerate the same?55 


If the hypothetical necessity following from the decree does not impair the 
freedom of God's acts, it also represents no threat to human freedom. 

Another significant passage is found in Voetius's response to the objection 
that the divine decree takes away from an event the possibility of being other 
than it actually is: 


53 The first-mentioned necessity is ex suppositione antecedentis: N(p ^ q); the second one ex 
suppositione actus seu existentiae: N(p ^ p). (N - modal necessity operator; — = [material] 
implication; p, q = propositional variable.) Cf. DTV, 105-6: “Quarto: [Necessitas] secundum 
quid, consequentiae, seu ex hypothesi quae duplex est, vel suppositione antecedentis, vel 
ex suppositione actus seu existentiae." 

54 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A4v-Bir, esp. Bir: "Ergo voluntas non magis 
a decreto necessitatur, quod ad connaturalem agendi modum, quam a semetipsa.... 
Removet enim ea ipsa in tempore voluntas, quae ex vi absoluti decreti divini actuanda 
non erant, et vicissim illa ponit, quae vi ejusdem decreti sub tali temporis differentia actu- 
ari debebant, utpote futuritionem ab aeterno causantis." 

55 DTV, 109-10, esp. 110: "Libertas Dei excellentior est humana, et tamen ille ex hypothesi 
decreti necessario creavit mundum, misit filium, nihilominus libere. Si libertas Dei fert 
necessitatem ex hypothesi decreti divini, cur libertas hominis non ferret eandem?" 
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Who would say that it will be taken away through the decree, if it is not 
taken away through the existence of the event? Even when (cum) the 
event occurs, and this indeed necessarily on the basis of the existence 
of the act, it can not-occur. Thus, when (cum) Socrates is sitting, he can 
not-sit; and, when (cum) Hermachus meets an accidental death in his 
youth, he can still not-die — in the divided sense (in sensu diviso), that is. 
For there remains (manet) in the event an intrinsic power to the opposite, 
although it already ( jam) is determined to the other component of the 
contradiction — I mean, a real (Physica) and logical (Logica) possibility or 
non-repugnance.56 


Voetius here explicitly affirms the possibility for such events to be other than 
they actually are. Their contingency is compatible with both God's decree and 
their actual occurrence. This contingency is always to be understood as being 
synchronic, as suggested by the threefold repetition of the conjunction “cum” 
and the words *manet" and "jam." Voetius thus does not apply the qualification 
"in the divided sense" diachronically as if it refers to different points in time 
as in the pre-Scotist tradition, but follows Scotus so as to understand this dis- 
tinction synchronically in an application to the same point in time.5? Another 
typically Scotist move is Voetius's description of the persistent synchronic 
“possibility to the opposite" as a “potentia physica" (= “potentia realis") and as 
a "potentia logica, seu non repugnantia." It is clear that Voetius operates with 


56  DTV,10or “Atqui hoc tolli decreto Dei quis dicet, cum ne per ipsam quidem rei existentiam 
tollatur? Etiam cum res est, et ex hypothesi actus existentiae necessario est, potest non 
esse, sic Socrates cum sedet, potest non sedere; et Hermachus cum morte casuali moritur 
in juventute, potest tamen non mori, in sensu scilicet diviso. Manet enim in re, quamvis 
ad alteram partem contradictionis jam determinata, intrinseca potentia ad oppositum, 
potentia, inquam, et Physica et Logica, seu non repugnantia." 

57 Cf. above, ch. 9.4. 

58 Cf. Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 39, qq. 1-5, n. 49-51 (ed. Vat., XVII, 494-96; CF, 16-21); Ordinatio, 
1, d. 39, qq. 1-5, n. 16 (ed. Vat., vr, 418): "Hanc etiam potentiam realem activam (priorem 
naturaliter ipso quod producit) concomitatur potentia logica, quae est non-repugnantia 
terminorum." As mentioned above (ch. 11.2, at n. 13), potentia logica or possibilitas logica 
in the sense of non-repugnantia terminorum is a Scotist innovation; see Vos et al., CF, 
28—32, 116-19, 121, 126; Sóder, Kontingenz und Wissen, 94-100; Normore, “Duns Scotus's 
Modal Theory," 145-54; Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 275-76, 188-89, 228-35; 
for Scotus's doctrine on the relationship of the divine and human agency, see Frank, 
“Duns Scotus on Autonomous Freedom”; Beck, “Menschliche Willensfreiheit" Note that 
"puctxóc" = “realis.” 
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the concept of synchronic contingency, although he does not himself use this 
term, of course.5? 

One could ask whether the freedom of the human act of the will is for Voetius 
in the end nothing more than its contingency. Or would he rather argue that 
"contingency" is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for freedom? From 
the perspective of modal logic, also the effects of natural causes are “contin- 
gent.’60 For example, water in a kettle boils under certain conditions because 
of a natural causality, but it would not boil if the kettle had not been placed on 
the fire.€! Does the contingent act of the will have a dimension of freedom that 
a natural, contingent effect does not have? 

In his own traditional language, Voetius clearly differentiates between these 
two categories given that he qualifies the effects following from natural causes 
as "naturally necessary" The warming effect of fire, for example, is naturally 
necessary, “although the first cause freely concurs with this warming, for it 
could also not-determine the fire to the singularity and specification of the 
act.’62 The standard example in this regard is the oven into which Daniel's 
three friends were cast (Daniel 3).9? All the same, the fire is “of itself" deter- 
mined to an effect. Free choice (liberum arbitrium), in contrast, belongs exclu- 
sively to free or contingent causes, that is, to the wills of beings endowed with 
reason. It is likewise interesting to note that Voetius in other places denies that 
animals have free choice (liberum arbitrium).®* 

What distinguishes contingent from natural causes is thus that the latter are 
by virtue of their nature determined to one effect alone, while the former can 
in formal freedom determine themselves to different effects or to one compo- 
nent of a pair of contradictory propositions. Constitutive of a free cause, and 


59 In contrast to Johannes Hoornbeeck (see Bac, Perfect Will Theology, 437-38) and Francis 
Turretin (see Dekker, Beck, and Pleizier, "Beyond Indifference,” 182, 185, 195-96; Vos and 
Dekker, “Modalities,” 84-85), Voetius does not use the traditional term “simultas poten- 
tiae" either. The distinction between "simultas potentiae" and "potentia simultatis" can 
be found in Scotus, Lectura, 11, d. 2, p. 2, q. 5, n. 368 (ed. Vat., XVIII, 214-15), albeit in a 
different context. It is also employed in the first quodlibetal question of Scotus's pupil and 
associate William of Alnwick, where, arguably, it runs parallel with Scotus's distinction 
between the divided and compound sense; see Alnwick, Quaestiones disputatae, Quodl. 1 
(ed. Ledoux, 181). 

60 It should be noted, however, that in the terminology of the seventeenth century such 
effects were primarily described as "naturally necessary" 

61 On this example, cf. Freddoso, "Introduction,' 19-21. This was also discussed in the 
Controversy de Auxiliis. 

62 DTV, 106. 

63 Cf. sp 1,299, 415”. This example is also found in Scotus, Lectura, 1, d. 39, qq. 1-5, n. 91 (ed. 
Vat., XVII, 509; CF, 184-85). 

64 Syllabus problematum, Bb3v: “An [liberum arbitrium] brutis asscribi queat. N[egatur]. 
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thus of the human will, is that it determines itself; within the framework of 
creaturely possibility, the will has the formal dominion over its own act.95 


12.4. Divine Concurrence and Human Freedom 


We have seen that Voetius considers the necessity following from the decree to 
be compatible with the freedom of the human will. But what about the neces- 
sity that follows from God's concursus in time? 

This question presents itself already in the fact that Voetius together with 
the "Thomists" defends a more robust version of divine concurrence than the 
Jesuits did. Instead of a concursus indifferens, Voetius teaches a divine praecur- 
sus, which can also be described with the terms praemotio physica or praede- 
terminatio physica.66 

The two latter terms were coined during the "controversy over grace" or 
“Molinist controversy,” presumably by Domingo Báñez, O.F. (1528-1604) 
and Francisco Zumel, O.Merc. (1540-1607). In the “Congregatio de auxiliis" 
(1597-1607) they became defining characteristics of the Dominican doctrine 
of grace. The terms do not mean to imply that God gives an impulse to motion 
in the context of a physical causality. Instead, the adjective “real” (physica) is 
intended to express that the divine impulse is not purely moral-persuasive in 
nature, but effective and actual.97 

Voetius defines physical premotion as “the force applied by God to awaken 
a creature that is capable of a second act."$? Thus the creature is “awakened” 
through praemotio physica insofar as it has a capacity or power to the second 


65 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A4v: “Illa est formalis ratio libertatis, per quam 
relinquitur voluntati tale actus dominium, qualis capax est Entitas creata." Cf. Aquinas, 
S. Th., I, q. 10, a. 1, ad 1: “Est autem alius modus causandi proprius voluntati, quae est 
domina sui actus, praeter modum qui convenit naturae, quae est determinata ad unum"; 
Scotus, Op. Oxon., III, d. 17, q. un., n. 4 (ed. Wadding, vi1/1, 380): “omnis voluntas est 
domina sui actus." 

66 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A4v. The doctrine of divine concurrence is 
part of the doctrine of providence. On divine providence in the early modern era, see 
Elliott, Providence Perceived, 173-93; Marschler, “Providence”; Beck, “God, Creation, and 
Providence," 207-8; Kolb, “God, Creation, and Providence,” 306-8; Muller, Divine Will, 
283-310. 

67 Cf Hübener, “Praedeterminatio physica,’ and Matava, Divine Causality, esp. 37-101. On 
this section, cf. Beck, "The Will as Master of Its Own Act,” 165-67. 

68 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., A4v: "Praemotionem physicam ad actum nihil 
aliud esse, quam virtutem Dei applicativam, creaturam potentiosam ad actum secundum 
excitantem." 
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act. "Second act" refers to a concrete act of an effective power, such as the act 
of the will (i.e., a “volition”); the “first act,” in contrast, is the power to perform 
that act in terms of the faculty in its own being, such as the will itself. The order 
between the first and second act is not temporal, but synchronic-structural in 
nature.9? The prefix "pre-" in “premotion” likewise is indicative of that struc- 
tural priority, an aspect that does not come out in the term "concursus." The 
structural priority is additionally expressed in that God's *awakening" pertains 
to the power of the will itself, or to the will in actu primo. 

This praemotio — or, in Zumel's terminology, “praedeterminatio” — does not 
in Voetius's opinion threaten the freedom of the human will: 


the predetermination of our will is ingeniously moderated by God's wis- 
dom. For the predetermination of a free cause is not necessary to the same 
degree as the predetermination of a purely natural cause is; an example 
[of the latter] would be fire, which is predetermined to burning. For that 
is repugnant to both the nature [of a free cause] as well as to God himself, 
who acts wisely in nature.”° 


Voetius goes one step further yet when he writes that divine predetermination 
moves the will “gently and yet powerfully to that option (terminus) to which 
the will — of course, with God moving and pre-moving it — would have been 
inclined." 


The most extensive treatment of divine concurrence can be found in a 
three-part disputation written and defended by Nethenus under Voetius's 
presidence: De concursu determinante, an determinabili? (1645-1646).7? There 


69  Goclenius, Lexicon philosophicum, s.v. “actus” (52); Muller, Dictionary, s.v. “in actu”; Duns 
Scotus, God and Creatures, s.v. “in actu primo, in actu secundo" (513-14). 

70 . Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Bir: "Deinde observa Praedeterminationem nos- 
trae voluntatis genio, a Sapienti Deo contemperari, nec enim in tanto est gradu neces- 
sitatis praedeterminatio Causae liberae, ac mere Naturalis, v.g. ignis ad Combustionem, 
repugnat enim hoc tum naturae, tum in natura sapienter operanti Deo." Voetius refers in 
the immediate context to Rutherford, Disputatio scholastica, 414 and Ferry, Vindiciae pro 
scholastico orthodoxo, 307. For a detailed commentary on the relevant sections of Voetius's 
disputation, see Beck, “The Will as Master of Its Own Act,” 160-69. On Rutherford's expla- 
nation of divine predermination, see Sturdy, Freedom from Fatalism, ch. 4.24. 

71 Voetius and Beeckman, Disp. Phil.-Theol., Brv: "suaviter igitur et potenter tamen inclinat 
potentiam liberam ad ipsum terminum, ad quem (Deo movente et praemovente quidem) 
ispa fuisset inclinatura.” 

72 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante; the title page of each part specifies: "Sub 
Praesidio D. Gisberti Voetii..., Publice examinandam proponit M. Matthias Nethenus.” 


460 CHAPTER 12 


Voetius and Nethenus distinguish between a moral and a physical predeter- 
mination. Moral predetermination occurs through truth or falsehood, good or 
evil, in an object proposed by way of a proposition. Moral predetermination is 
thus logical-semantic in nature, and it determines the intellect immediately 
and the will mediately. Physical predetermination occurs through “the true 
and real motion of free choice." It is metaphysical in nature, and determines 
the will immediately and the intellect mediately. Once again, the “pre-” in “pre- 
determination" refers to a natural or structural rather than temporal priority.” 

Moral and physical determination can each be either equivocal or univocal, 
where the equivocal determination comes from God while the univocal deter- 
mination stems from man. A total of four different variants are thus possible.”* 

With an equivocal moral determination, God proposes the object to the 
human will and helps it to come to right knowledge by means of Scripture 
and the natural light of reason. The univocal moral determination means that 
the human intellect independently makes a judgment that can be either false 
or true.75 


This disputation was regarded as lost. According to Schneemelcher, Matthias Nethenus, 
162-63, it is counted among those disputations that are “quellenmäßig belegt, aber 
nicht mehr aufzufinden” However, I was able to locate the first part (40 pp.) in the 
Württembergische Landesbibliothek Stuttgart (Shelf mark: Theol.Diss.6745) and the sec- 
ond (20 pp.) and third parts (64 pp.) in the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana (Shelf mark: 
St.Barb.G. v111.130), where the first part is also found. Another copy is available in the 
Universitáts- und Stadtbibliothek Kóln (Shelf mark: GBXIII205). On this disputation, 
cf. above, ch. 8.3.2, n. 79. In the five-part "Disputatio theologica de gratia subsequente" 
(sp v, 716-61; defended in 1669), however, there are only some scattered remarks about 
God's concurrence; see on this, below, n. 86. There, in sp v, 728, Voetius refers the reader 
interested in the notion of divine concurrence to the disputation De concursu Dei determi- 
nante an determinabili? as well as to the works of William Twisse and Samuel Rutherford. 

73 Voetiusand Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Dir-Div:"Quintum est: Determinationem 
recte duplicem constitui, Moralem et Physicam: ex quibus illa fiat per objecti proposi- 
tionem, et veritatis aut falsitatis, bonitatis aut malitiae in objecto proposito, ex lumine 
naturae vel scripturae, seu veram seu falsam, demonstrationem: haec per veram et realem 
liberi arbitrii motionem. Illa immediate intellectum, mediate voluntatem, haec immedi- 
ate voluntatem determinet: ac proinde illa semper intellectus, at non semper voluntatis; 
haec semper voluntatis importet determinationem, ad quam ex se tendebat." 

74 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Div. "Utraque autem illa determinatio 
recte in aequivocam et univocam distingui potest, quarum illa fiat ab agente extrinseco, 
haec ab ipsis intellectus et voluntatis in homine facultatibus internis." 

75 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Div-D2r: "Quod ad determinationem 
moralem aequivocam, potest illa fieri extra creaturam a Deo et aliis creaturis rationalibus, 
etsi admodum dissimiliter… Atque haec est determinatio moralis aequivoca, univoca 
est, quando intellectus ipse examine, vel accurato vel leviculo et perfunctorio, praevio, 
interno et vitali suo actu determinante judicat hoc verum, illud falsum, hoc bonum illud 
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The equivocal physical determination "is done by God alone as the mover 
of every second cause, who is as close to the will as the will is to him and 
determines the second cause ... not only powerfully ( fortiter), but also gently 
(suaviter) to the exercise, specification, and individuation of the act."6 The 
univocal physical determination is that 


through which the will as a second cause, through its free and vital choice 
(electio), without any intrinsic or natural necessity or external coercion, 
with God and under God, directs itself to will the same object here and 
now to which God as first cause determines it; and it is nothing other 
than the very act of the creature's will (volitio) as it proceeds from its own 
vital principle.77 


Voetius and Nethenus point out that the controversy with their opponents 
(i.e., the Remonstrants and Jesuits) concerns the equivocal physical determi- 
nation alone. Their opponents recognize no more than the other three deter- 
minations, while Voetius and Nethenus recognize the equivocal physical 
determination as an additional determination. At stake is whether equivocal 
physical determination is compatible with human free choice. The opponents 
of Voetius and Nethenus deny that the two can be reconciled, but they them- 
selves understand equivocal physical determination to be the precondition for 
the other determinations.7? 


malum, aliquando in ancipiti quaestione non liquere ait, ut voluntas se tanto melius in 
hanc illamve partem determinare possit." 

76 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Dar: "Determinatio physica aequivoca 
fit a solo Deo motore omnis causae secundae, qui voluntati aeque intimus ac ipsa sibi, 
eam ut causa prima non solum fortiter sed etiam suaviter determinat ad exercitium, spec- 
ificationem, et individuationem actus; idque ut praeclare Thomas ait 1. p. q. 105. art. 5.” Cf. 
Aquinas, S. T/., 1, q. 105, a. 5, in corp.: “sequitur quod Deus in omnibus intime operetur"; 
ibid., ad 3: "Deus non solum dat formas rebus, sed etiam conservat eas in esse, et applicat 
eas ad agendum, et est finis omnium actionum." 

77 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Dar: "Determinatio physica univoca est, 
qua voluntas, ut causa secunda, libera et vitali electione sua, sine ulla intrinseca et natu- 
rali necessitate vel extrinseca coactione, cum Deo et sub Deo, tendit ad idem objectum 
hic et nunc volendum, ad quod eam Deus ut causa prima determinat: estque nihil aliud 
quam ipsa creaturae volitio, prout ex vitali suo principio procedit." 

78 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, D2v-D3r, esp. Dav: “Ex his quatuor 
determinationum generibus, quae fere in omni creaturae rationalis actione solent concur- 
rere, de sola tertia nobis hic proprie disceptatio suscipitur: quam dari negant Hypothetici, 
Nos affirmamus.” 
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Voetius and Nethenus argue that the equivocal physical determination is 
required because, of the three conceivable ways to explain the will's determi- 
nation by God, only one is actually true."? The first option is that God “pro- 
poses a necessarily delectable (diligibilis) object, namely, one that is naturally 
and in respect to every consideration (consideratio) good, [and] bad in respect 
to no consideration.” Voetius and Nethenus reject this possible solution, 
"because, aside from God, there is no object that is not deficient in respect to 
any consideration.”®° 

The second option is a coercive determination to a component that is not 
suited to the nature of the will. Voetius discards this option as well, “because 
such a mode is impossible since the will cannot without contradiction be 
coerced or changed into a natural agent”?! The third and last remaining pos- 
sibility is 


[that God] determines [the will] to one component in a way suited to 
(convenienter) the nature of the will itself: with a hidden and wonderful 
operation he inclines the will without any force (vis) or coercion (coac- 
tio) gently to that component to which it would itself be spontaneously 
inclined, in case — although this would be impossible (per impossibile) — 
there were no determination by the primary cause.?? 


Voetius does accept this possibility.9? All the same, it is remarkable that this 
option too respects the nature of the human will. In the case of a contradictory 


79 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Dav: “Tribus modis intelligi posse, quod 
voluntas determinetur a Deo." 

80 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, D2v: "Primo modo, si proponat objec- 
tum necessario diligibile, vid. quod sit naturaliter et secundum omnem considerationem 
bonum, secundum nullam considerationem malum.... Haec nostra, de qua loquimur, 
determinatio fit, non juxta primum modum, quia tale objectum, in quo secundum nul- 
lam considerationem sit defectus aliquis, nullum datur praeter Deum ipsum." 

81 X Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Dav: “Altera modo, si per suam poten- 
tiam [Deus] eam determinet ad unam tantum partem, idque violenter, non observata vo- 
luntatis natura aut genio.... Haec nostra, de qua loquimur, determinatio fit, ... non etiam 
juxta secundum modum, quia talis modus est impossibilis, cum voluntas absque contra- 
dictione cogi non possit aut in naturale agens mutari." 

82 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Dav: “Tertio modo, si [Deus] deter- 
minet [voluntatem] ad unam tantum partem convenienter naturae voluntatis ipsius: 
arcana et admiranda operatione voluntatem sine ulla vi aut coactione suaviter in illam 
partem inclinans, in quam ipsa sponte sua inclinatura esset, posito per impossibile, quod 
nulla esset causae primae determinatio." Cf. the similar passage as cited above, n. 71. 

83 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Dav: "Haec nostra, de qua loquimur, 
determinatio fit, non juxta primum modum ...: non etiam juxta secundum modo ...: sed 
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pair of propositions, divine determination does indeed determine the truth 
value of one of those propositions or components. However, this determination 
occurs "gently" (suaviter), that is, without any force or coercion. Furthermore, 
God determines the human will to the proposition to which it is of itself 
inclined. There is more than just a “freedom of spontaneity,’ which one could 
describe as the human will itself willing one alternative, but only because God 
determined it to that alternative;®* rather, the human will would have willed 
the component to which God determined it even if it had been able to will it 
without any divine determination. For Voetius this is of course just a “thought 
experiment"; it is unthinkable that the human will could act without divine 
determination.85 This thought experiment is nevertheless significant because 
it illustrates how the human will wills and acts of itself, not in spite of but on 
account of divine determination. 

Of course, this does not mean that Voetius considers the human will to be 
autonomous. On the contrary, it is precisely because God “with his will effec- 
tively wills the [human] will not only to act but also to act freely,’ that the 
human will “necessarily acts in a free manner.’86 Moreover, what Voetius writes 


juxta tertium modum, quia Deus non solum determinata ad actionem, sed etiam ad 
modum actionis liberum vel necessarium." 

84 On the classic distinction between "freedom of spontaneity" and "freedom of indiffer- 
ence,’ cf., for instance, Kenny, The God of the Philosophers, 72—88. 

85 Starting with Aristotle and especially in the Middle Ages “per impossibile" became the 
"terminus technicus" for a case which cannot possibly occur, but nevertheless should be 
considered in order to analyse a state of affairs together with its corresponding alterna- 
tives; cf. on this Kukkonen, “Alternatives to Alternatives." As a matter of fact, “per impos- 
sible" reasonings were cases of medieval thought experiments; see King, "Mediaeval 
Thought-Experiments.” 

86 Voetius and Nethenus, De concursu determinante, Dav: "Unde, quia efficace sua volun- 
tate vult, voluntatem non solum agere, sed etiam libere agere, necessario agit libere, 
tantum abest ut libertatem suam amittat." On Voetius's concept of “praedeterminatio” 
and “praemotio” in the context of soteriology, cf. also sp V, 734-35 and 739, esp. 734: 
"Instantia 1. Atqui ubi praedeterminatio, et praemotio, qua posita, movet et determinat 
cor hominis; ibi non est libertas determinandi se ad alterutrum oppositorum: sed mera 
necessitas. Resp[ondetur]. Negatur esse meram necessitatem: sed tantum ex hypothesi, 
seu secundum quid. Qualem non repugnare libertati, hoc est, naturali, intrinsecae et 
inseparabili voluntatis facultati, vel ex eo constat; Quod voluntate determinante se ad 
illam partem, ex hypothesi actus jam dicitur necessario velle (unumquodque enim cum 
est, necessario est): manente intrinseca facultate et libertate ad oppositum. Suprema 
et perfectissima voluntas ac libertas divina in signo rationis, ex. gr. hominem illum in 
vita conservandi, aut non conservandi, est in Deo: sed posita determinatione et prae- 
finitione voluntatis divinae de morte ejus, jam libere, et tamen necessario necessitate 
secundum quid seu ex hypothesi, Deus eum morti tradit. Deinde quod ad hominis liber- 
tatem, non est illa independens, absoluta, suprema; quippe quae in liberis actionibus 
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about human freedom in relation to the divine decree and concurrence does 
not imply that a person could in any way come to faith of him- or herself with- 
out God's election and grace." 

As we have seen, Voetius is convinced that the freedom of the human will, 
within the context of creaturely limitations, is compatible with God's decrees 
and concurrence. Voetius does not simply state this as such, but furnishes argu- 
ments to support this compatibility. His only concern throughout remains that 
compatibility in itself; he does not attempt in any way to unveil the secrets con- 
cerning the *how" of God's acts, since that surpasses the limits of the human 
understanding: 


It is no wonder that we do not understand the way in which God “drags” 
the will of people and cooperates with it, since we cannot measure God 
with our mind.5? 


12.5 Summary 


This chapter considers whether Voetius indeed avoids determinist implica- 
tions of God's will for humanity; this also involved a “cross-check” intended to 
examine whether Voetius's understanding of the freedom of the will confirms 
or calls into question a non-determinist (not: indeterminist) view on the doc- 
trine of God. We can say in general that Voetius's doctrine of the freedom of the 
human will and its relationship to God's decree and concurrence confirms our 
earlier observations regarding his doctrine of God. Human choice is formally 
free; this freedom is inalienable to it. This freedom includes at the very least 
the freedom to will or not-will something ("freedom of contradiction"), while 
several passages suggest that Voetius also defends the freedom to will this or 
that (“freedom of contrariety”). This is, moreover, why he speaks of a twofold 


suis, et determinationibus suis praesupponit et includit liberam voluntatem divinam, 
concurrentem, praemoventem. Denique omnem determinationem voluntatis ad aliquid, 
non tollere, naturam voluntatis et libertatis, patet ex beatis in coelo, qui libere volunt 
bonum, et libere nolunt malum, quis Scholastici dicunt per lumen gloriae determinari ad 
dilectionem Dei tanquam summi boni. Idem dicimus de electis Angelis, et de Christo in 
humana natura." 

87 In this context also, the distinction between formal and material freedom of the will 
should be noted; see above, n. 39. 

88  DTV,u3:"Quem modum tractandi voluntates hominum et iis cooperandi si nos non capi- 
mus, dum Deum ex ingenio nostro metimur, non mirum est." Cf. ibid., 130. On the dis- 
tinction between the question of compatibility and the question of origin, cf. Freddoso, 
"Introduction," 1-2. 
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freedom. Freedom must be understood in terms of synchronic alternativity. It is 
compatible with human choice being “enslaved” to sin materially, as is the case 
with unregenerated people; as such, the formal liberum arbitrium is materially 
a servum arbitrium. What is more, people do not stand in a neutral or auton- 
omous relationship to God; human freedom is for Voetius always creaturely 
freedom in dependence on God. He is furthermore convinced that the teach- 
ing of the Jesuits and of the Remonstrants who follow them denies humani- 
ty's fundamental dependence on God.*? In contrast to Molina and Bellarmine, 
Voetius can thus be said to stand within the Augustinian-Franciscan tradition 
marked by contingency and freedom, although he finds himself confronted 
with further developments resulting from the rise of the early modern notion 
of autonomy. 

Over against this autonomy, Voetius emphasizes that God's decree, which 
is free, does not undo human freedom but in fact establishes it. The same is 
true of divine concurrence. God does indeed act powerfully upon humanity, 
but he always does so gently (suaviter). The fact that God's decree and con- 
currence are compatible with human freedom (properly understood) can in 
Voetius's eyes be demonstrated argumentatively. However, knowledge of the 
way and manner in which God accomplishes this surpasses the limits of the 
human understanding. 


89 To be sure, Voetius does not have in mind the kind of “absolute dependence" (“schlech- 
thinnige Abhángigkeit") advocated by Schleiermacher and Schweizer, which had panthe- 
istic connotations in the thought of both theologians. 


Synthesis and Relevance 


1 Introduction 


This final chapter will give a partially extrapolating synthesis of a number of 
important aspects of Voetius's view of theology (sections 2 and 3) and especially 
of his doctrine of God (sections 4 and 5). Following this, a tradition-historical 
analysis of Voetius's doctrine of God will be provided (section 6). The mon- 
ograph will close with several brief observations to provide a perspective 
regarding its current relevance (section 7). This chapter is not meant simply 
as a repetition of the much more elaborate summaries found in the previous 
chapters. As was already indicated in the introduction, for an overview of the 
most important conclusions, the reader is served best by reading through the 
two summaries of part one, together with the summaries appended to each 
chapter in parts two and three. The tradition-historical analysis contained in 
this chapter may be seen as somewhat of an exception, since it could just as 
well have been placed in the context of one of the five preceding chapters. 


2 Voetius as a Reformed-Scholastic Theologian of the 
Nadere Reformatie 


Voetius ranks among the most important theologians from Reformed scholas- 
ticism. Following the "quaestio"-method of the medieval disputation genre, his 
disputations examine in exceptional detail many of the most burning theolog- 
ical questions of his time and therefore represent a fine example of contextual 
theology. The qualification "scholastic" must be understood primarily as a ref- 
erence to method. In support of this, we point not only to Voetius's own defini- 
tion of "scholastic" as a qualifier pertaining to method, but also to the content 
of his theology where scholastic tools are applied to set out a wide variety of 
positions with utmost precision. This observation therefore serves to confirm 
the thesis advanced by, among others, Richard A. Muller, Willem J. van Asselt, 
and Antonie Vos, who have argued that the medievalists' understanding of 
"scholasticism" as a scientific method should be applied to the historical phe- 
nomenon of Reformed (and Lutheran) scholasticism.! 


1 See “Introduction,” section 4; ch. 1.4.1. 
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Secondarily, one can note that Voetius's scholastic method with its careful 
process of deduction relates positively to the criterion of consistency. As such, 
scholastic theology shows a remarkable affinity with today's analytic philos- 
ophy and philosophical theology.” This does not, however, imply the ration- 
alism which Ernst Troeltsch, Paul Althaus, Hans Emil Weber, and Ernst Bizer 
incorrectly attributed to it. Epistemologically, intellegere follows fides ( fides 
quaerens intellectum; "faith seeking understanding"), with Scripture forming 
the point of departure and principle of knowledge (principium cognoscendi). 
All the same, that “understanding” (intellegere) must be theologically and phil- 
osophically plausible and precise. As opposed to a truly Aristotelian logic, this 
scientific plausibility does not depend on axiomatic and necessary premises, 
but operates on the level of the validity of the deductions made. Moreover, 
against the extreme nominalism as it was even defended by a number of 
Socinians, Voetius maintains that valid deductions can even be made from 
contingent propositions. Faith and reason, theology and philosophy, form one 
inseparable unity, as do piety and science.? 

Voetius's view on the relationship between theology and philosophy takes 
centre stage in his polemics with Descartes. According to the Utrecht theolo- 
gian, philosophy — regardless of whether it be Aristotelian, Cartesian, or any- 
thing else — is not founded subjectively in the consciousness or in the reason 
of individual people, but in an overarching and universal view of reality that 


2 Cf. Van den Brom, “Scholasticism and Contemporary Systematic Theology.” By way of exam- 
ple I mention some religio-philosophical and theological studies which originated in the 
context of the so-called “Utrecht School": Vos, Kennis en noodzakelijkheid; Immink, Divine 
Simplicity; Sarot, God, Passibility and Corporeality; Brümmer, The Model of Love; Van den 
Brink, Almighty God; Van den Brom, Divine Presence in the World; Dekker, Rijker dan Midas; 
Veldhuis, Ein versiegeltes Buch; Den Bok, Communicating the Most High; Plaisier, De mens 
in het geding; Bom, De ruimte van het hart; Dekker, Middle Knowledge; Labooy, Freedom 
and Dispositions; Bac, Perfect Will Theology. The present work is also related to the "Utrecht 
School.’ On this school, see Van den Brom, "Is er een Utrechtse School in de systematische 
theologie?"; Van den Brom, "Spreken over God en de Utrechtse School"; Van den Brink and 
Sarot, Understanding the Attributes of God; Te Velde, The Doctrine of God, 485-545, 645-54. 

3 See “Introduction,” section 4; ch. 6.3; 11:4. Even though Voetius certainly respects docta igno- 
rantia (cf. his two-part disputation “De docta ignorantia" in sp 111, 668-92), he does not 
(rightly, in my view) consider inconsistencies or even contradictions to be evidence of higher 
theological truth. A similar position is defended by Härle, "Widerspruchsfreiheit"; Schwöbel, 
God, 9-22, and esp. 132-56; Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 232-54, esp. 251. C£, however, Muis, 
"Theologie en logica” On the ideal of finding truth, cf. Leinsle, Introduction to Scholastic 
Theology, 13-14, esp. 13: “As a scientific, rational enterprise Scholastic theology is supported 
by the conviction that it is possible by the corresponding methods to find truth in theologicis 
[in theological matters] as well, especially the truth of theological propositions (sententiae 
[German Sdtze]).” 
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does justice to all experience and revelation and is closely bound up with com- 
mon sense. Knowledge of truth develops in academic discourse and in con- 
frontation with varying opinions, as exemplified in the practice of academic 
disputations. In the context of an incipient modern subjectivism, Descartes 
followed an autonomous, subjective road to knowledge. In his attempt to sat- 
isfy a higher ideal for certainty, which Voetius thought to lead — against the 
intention of its proponents — to scepticism, Descartes broke the unity of faith 
and reason. For the French philosopher, reason functioned as an absolutely 
independent, natural sub-structure over against grace, enabling the develop- 
ment of a scientific and cultural life apart from any relationship to God's grace 
(“two-level theory"). Theologians, so he held, ought not to involve themselves 
in this, but should occupy themselves with their own concerns. For Voetius, 
however, philosophy and theology were parallel to "the doctrine of the two 
kingdoms" (understood in the Reformed rather than Lutheran sense), where 
people and society are directed toward the Kingdom of Christ and have no 
right to withdraw from it. Just as God's will is binding for church and state, so 
also the knowledge of God mediated to us in revelation is normative for both 
theology and philosophy, and thus for all science.* 

Voetius unfolded this scientific ideal connecting piety and science in 1634 
in his well-known inaugural oration De pietate cum scientia conjungenda. This 
oration at the same time outlined the contours of the programme he main- 
tained throughout his entire 42-year career as primarius theologiae professor 
at the “academia voetiana" in Utrecht. The epistemological ideal unfolded in it 
can further be framed as expressing the Nadere Reformatie's ideal regarding the 
application of the saving truth of God's grace in Jesus Christ to church, school, 
and society so that the Gospel may be extended to every area of life. It involves 
no exaggeration to insist that Voetius, as professor of theology and pastor in 
Utrecht, represented a central figure in this seventeenth-century Dutch reform 
movement which, as recent attempts at definition have illustrated, formed a 
part of the early-modern, international piety movement now referred to as 
“pietism.” A Nadere Reformatie theologian, Voetius nevertheless remained a 
scholastic theologian from the period of orthodoxy. For him they were like two 
sides of one coin, so that historians would do well not to play them out against 
each other.5 


4 This paragraph includes sentences from ch. 2.6, where — as in ch. 2 more generally — the 
respective documentation is found. On the "Two-Level Theory,” cf. above, ch. 6.3. 
5 See esp. ch. 1.4.1; 4.5. 
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3 Theology as a Practical Science 


Voetius considers the nature of theology to be that of a practical science 
(scientia practica). When "practical" is understood in a narrow sense, it per- 
tains to moral theology (see Selectae disputationes, 11-111), ascetics (see TA 
AXKHTIKA sive Exercitia pietatis), and church polity (see Politica ecclesias- 
tica). Understood more broadly, the theologia viatorum is as a whole a scientia 
practica. It is not an end in itself, but is directed to the higher end of "the exer- 
cise of repentance, faith, hope, love, comfort in life and in death.” This places 
Voetius in remarkable continuity with Duns Scotus, as well as Martin Bucer 
and Bartholomáus Keckermann. He explicitly distances himself from the 
Thomist position according to which the genus of theology is that of a mixed 
discipline: a theoretical and practical science. Following the English theolo- 
gians William Perkins and William Ames, Voetius describes theology as "the 
discipline to live well and happily here and in eternity." With this description, 
theology is directed to communion with God as the ultimate goal of life, which 
represents another point of tension with the early modern “two-level theory" 
alien to the Protestant Reformation.? 

It appears to be unhelpful to characterize Voetius's view of theology as 
the expression of an Aristotelian intellectualism and to contrast it with an 
Amesian voluntarist theology. Voetius's concept of theology lends itself much 
more to placing him as a theologian of the Nadere Reformatie.? Similarly, when 
it comes to his understanding of Scripture as principium cognoscendi and of 
the relationship between Scripture and reason, Voetius is neither a rationalist, 
nor a biblicist. He does not ground the subjective recognition of the author- 
ity of Scripture rationalistically in human reason, but in the illumination of 
the Holy Spirit. When it comes to the relationship between Scripture and rea- 
son, it is far easier to build a bridge from the Reformers to Voetius than it is to 
build one from Voetius and the Reformers to the Socinians and Enlightenment 
rationalists.!° 

Voetius’s view of theology as a practical science is consistent with his 
emphasis on natural theology. Natural theology, too, is revealed theology in 
a wider sense. Objectively considered it does indeed include truths revealed 
by God which can or could in principle be known also without supernatural 


Voetius, Diatribae de theologia, 9; see ch. 5.4, n. 156. 
Voetius, Catechisatie, 53; see ch. 5.4, n. 167. 

See ch. 6.2; 6.3. 

Contra Wilhelm Goeters and Karl Reuter; see ch. 5.4. 
10 _ See ch. 6.5. 
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revelation, but for believers natural theology does not represent additional 
knowledge above and beyond supernatural theology. Natural theology there- 
fore does not form a "sub-structure" or “porch” through which one must first 
pass before one can arrive at what is properly theology. Only if the noetic and 
ontic levels are confused, which Voetius strenuously avoided, can natural the- 
ology or philosophy constitute praeambula fidei. 


4 The Necessity of God and the Contingency of the World 


Whereas Scripture is the principium cognoscendi of theology, the Triune God is 
its principium essendi. According to Voetius, God is a spiritual being (John 4:24), 
simple, perfect, and infinite. God's primacy means that God alone is a neces- 
sary being. "Necessary" and "contingent" are disjunctive attributes of being, of 
which the former can apply absolutely to God alone, while the latter pertains 
to creatures which are necessary in a relative sense alone and thus are in them- 
selves contingent, while depending on the first necessary being who is God. 
God alone is in himself necessary, just like he alone is in himself good and wise. 
The world, however, is non-necessary and thus contingent.!? 

If God in his essence and existence is necessary while created reality is con- 
tingent, itis only natural to ask how Voetius proceeds from the basis of his doc- 
trine of God to come to a consistent understanding regarding the relationship 
between God and creation. For, since the created world is contingent, it must 
contingently be the result of God's agency. However, this implies that the acts 
of a necessary God must be contingent. 

As the Church Fathers already recognized, no satisfying solution to God's 
necessity and the created world's contingency could be found within the 
framework of Greek Hellenistic thought.!? Voetius, however, had the option of 
appealing to late medieval Christian thought as it had emancipated itself from 
the presuppositions of classical antiquity on this point. Lambertus M. de Rijk 
has thus noted: 


The most substantial way in which the Middle Ages distanced itself from 
classical antiquity manifested itself at the end of the thirteenth century. 
Against the hegemony of the Greek notion of “necessity,” a fundamental 


11 Contra Alexander Schweizer and Hans Emil Weber; see esp. ch. 5.3.2. 

12 See ch. 7.8 (esp. 7.8.1). 

13 Thus already Irenaeus in his defence of the belief in creation against Gnosticism. Cf. on 
this Meijering, Irenaeus. 
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mode of thought began to pave a way for itself; this current of thought 
is commonly described as the persistent reflexion on the radical contin- 
gency of creatures.!* 


From this perspective one can begin to understand why Voetius in his attempt 
to address the necessity-contingency problem turned to the fundamentally 
Augustinian-Franciscan tradition as it had been developed in particular by 
Duns Scotus, where not only the concept of non-diachronic or synchronic con- 
tingency, but also the essential freedom of the divine and human wills were 
developed. 

By way of extrapolation, one could say that the notion of theologia neces- 
saria and theologia contingens occupies a central place in Voetius’s doctrine 
of God, which in itself represents an overarching theme. Although Voetius 
does not himself use the Scotist terminology,!® materially he does apply this 
dichotomy in a remarkably consistent manner in his theology. His doctrine 
of God witnesses a clear distinction between a necessary dimension (God 
in himself)" and a free or contingent dimension (God in relation to created 
reality),!® although they are never isolated from each other. Consequently, God 
is a necessary being who nevertheless stands in a contingent relationship to 
the world. 


14 De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 70 (cf. De Rijk, Middeleeuwse wijsbegeerte, 93): “La 
facon la plus substantielle dont le Moyen Age a pris ses distances à l'égard de la pensée 
antique, se manifeste à la fin du x11° siècle [in the original: 13th century]. Contre l'hégé- 
monie de la pensée grecque “de la nécessité un mode de penser fondamental se fraye 
un chemin, qu'on caractérise couramment comme la réflexion poursuivie sur la contin- 
gence radicale des créatures." Cf. ibid., 80: "Ainsi il accordera une certaine importance 
à l'idée d'harmonie entre la foi et la raison depuis saint Anselme jusqu'à saint Thomas, 
mais il consacrera également son attention à la fécondité du contrecourant, qui provenait 
inéluctablement d'une méditation poursuivie de l'idée anti-grecque de la contingence 
radicale, impliquant une appréciation trés différente de la raison." 

15 On Scotus, see De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 140, 215-17, and below, section 7. On 
Voetius, cf. esp. above, ch. 9.4; 9.5. 

16 See Scotus, Ordinatio, prologus, p. 3, qq. 1-3, nn. 169-71, esp. n. 171 (ed. Vat., 1, 112-14); cf. 
P. 4, qq. 1-2, nn. 210-13 (ed. Vat., 1, 144-46); p. 5, qq. 1-2, n. 350 (ed. Vat., 1, 226-27); Lectura, 
prologus, p. 3, q. 1, nn. 111-38 (ed. Vat., XVI, 40-43); p. 4, qq. 1-2, n. 172 (ed. Vat., XVI, 57). Cf. 
Vos et al., DSDL, 13-39. 

17 Cf. esp. ch. 7.8 (regulative attributes). 

18 Cf. esp. ch. 8-11 (operative attributes). 
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5 God's Will as the Pivotal Point between Necessity and Contingency 


The dichotomy between a necessary and contingent dimension in the divine 
being in terms of God's relationship to created reality is made possible by vir- 
tue of the freedom of God's will. The divine willis, so to speak, the pivotal point 
between necessity and contingency. 

The presence of a necessary and a contingent dimension is constantly evi- 
dent in the human albeit objective conception of the divine attributes (in 
concipiendo nostri)? For example, God is necessarily omnipresent in relation 
to every possible space, but his presence in relation to the spaces of created 
reality is contingent." God is necessarily immutable, but his immutability 
does not imply a necessity in the strict sense of the term.?! It is necessary that 
God is the willing God, but what he wills is contingent. His will is diachroni- 
cally immutable, but it is not necessary; therefore, God's will is contingent.?? 
Logically-ontologically — i.e., structurally — prior to an act of his will, God nec- 
essarily knows all possibles (i.e., scientia necessaria)??? and from these possi- 
bles he contingently chooses to actualize a certain number. He "then" knows 
the possibles that he chooses, which are constitutive for our reality, contin- 
gently (i.e., scientia libera). Consequently, both his will as well as his knowledge 
of reality are “diachronically” immutable and “synchronically” contingent. 
The same is true for God's effective power. By virtue of his omnipotence, he can 
realize everything he wills with his will as regulated by the necessary dimension 
(i.e., potentia ordinata). However, that necessary dimension once again is not 
situated on the level of reality, but on the level of possibility alone: whatever 
does not conflict with itself or with God's essence — i.e., everything that is pos- 
sible — is necessarily a possible object of God's power (i.e, potentia absoluta).?? 
Analogically, one must distinguish between a jus necessarium and jus liberum 
in God's right and justice. When this is applied to the “Euthyphro dilemma,’ it 
means that God wills everything corresponding with his necessary right, which 
is structurally prior to the divine will, because it is just. Conversely, all that cor- 
responds with his contingent right, which structurally follows his will, is just 


19 Fora sketch of this extrapolating interpretation, see Beck, “Basic Features,’ 218-26. 

20  Seech.783. 

21 Seech. 7.8.4. 

22  Seech.94. 

23 That which is possible is — also according to standard modern modal logic (S5 system) — 
necessarily possible. Cf. Hughes and Cresswell, A New Introduction to Modal Logic, 51-71; 
Lóffler, Notwendigkeit, $5 und Gott. 

24 See ch. 8.2, and cf. ch. 8.3. 

25 See ch. 1.3. Cf. above, n. 23. 
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because God wills it.2® The necessary dimension in God always serves to keep 
one from voluntarist implications, while the contingent dimension functions 
as protection against determinist implications. 

In his rejection of the Jesuit concept of scientia media, which Arminius and 
the Remonstrants adopted as well, the key role played by God's free will in 
Voetius's theology becomes evident once more. For him, middle knowledge as 
a category in addition to God's necessary and free knowledge is both unten- 
able and superfluous. Voetius denies that, structurally prior to the act of his 
will, God can know what a person would decide in a particular situation. There 
can be no sufficient ground for God's prevolitional knowledge of an ostensi- 
bly “determined” truth value of conditional future contingents — i.e., coun- 
terfactuals of freedom — in this "situation." If such a prevolitional foundation 
of knowledge did exist, it would endanger the contingency of such known 
states of affairs. As a result, so Voetius argued, middle knowledge will, against 
the intention of its very proponents, inevitably lead to a Stoic fatalism that 
imposes “the harsh bonds of the most oppressive necessity" on God, angels, 
and humanity?’ Voetius is convinced that it is precisely when God in regard 
to a conditional future state of affairs establishes with his free will the connec- 
tion between the condition and the conditioned, that he knows with certainty 
how another world would have looked if he had created another world. This 
is the only way to preserve the freedom and contingency also of the human 
will in every world, even if the “how” of this preservation is in the end not 
entirely clear to our human understanding. When it comes to the question of 
middle knowledge seminal to the “controversy over grace,’ Voetius attempts 
to steer a middle course between the Scylla of semi-Pelagian synergism and 
the Charybdis of a necessitarianism in which every true possibility must be 
realized earlier or later (i.e., principium plenitudinis). Voetius thereby identi- 
fies the "Augustinian-Franciscan" as well as the "Dominican" and especially 
Reformational sola gratia as the only solution for a human race that has fallen 
of its own accord.?® 


26 See ch. 10.2. 

27 SD 1,331; see ch. 8.3.10, n. 239. 

28 This paragraph includes sentences taken from ch. 8.5. See also ch. 8.3. It is also possible 
to speak of a Thomistic sola gratia, especially as far as the historical Thomas Aquinas 
is concerned. However, since Voetius is closer to Scotus than to Thomas as regards the 
crucial point of the relationship between God's knowledge and will, I emphasize the 
Augustinian-Franciscan line here; see below, section 7. On the "classic" doctrine of grace 
taught by the Franciscans and Dominicans (with special attention to Aquinas) cf. Pesch 
and Peters, Einführung in die Lehre von Gnade und Rechtfertigung, 55-107, and on Duns 
Scotus especially Dettloff, Die Lehre von der acceptatio divina; Vos et al., DSDL, 89-129. 
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Interestingly, the key position of the divine will between the necessary 
and contingent dimensions in the doctrine of God functions at the very least 
indirectly as an important motive for Voetius's fundamental criticism of the 
nominalist foundation to Cartesian ontology. According to him, Descartes's 
rejection of the existence of forms not only makes it impossible for individual 
beings to be understood in their individuality, but also implies that there can 
only be non-essential attributes. This would undo the all-important distinc- 
tion between a necessary and contingent dimension to the divine attributes in 
Voetius's doctrine of God, so that the regulative attributes would be deprived 
of their regulating function. Even God's existence would cease to be an essen- 
tial attribute: God would be causa sui. This constructivism with its voluntarist 
basis for "eternal truths" is incompatible with the very structure of Voetius's 
doctrine of God. However, also the interplay between God's acts as the first 
cause and human acts as secondary causes is compromised, since the rejec- 
tion of substantial forms takes causality away from secondary causes. There 
would no longer be an ontological basis for a human principle of activity with 
which God's providence and grace can concur, and this, as Voetius was sharp 
enough to foresee, leads either to an ultimate monocausality of the Creator or 
to pantheism.?9 


6 God's Will and Human Freedom 


Voetius repeatedly maintains against the Remonstrants that divine predeter- 
mination in no way annuls the liberum arbitrium or the contingency of human 
decisions, and furthermore denies that it turns God into the author of evil. For 
him, the freedom of the will in its formal core is an essential human attribute. 
There can be no person who does not have this freedom, for that would be a 
contradictio in adiecto; not even by virtue of his absolute power (de potentia 
absoluta) can God make a person without a free will. Negatively, the arbitrium 
is free not only from coercion ("freedom as spontaneity"), but also from strict, 
internal necessity. Positively, it is free to will or refrain from willing something 
and also, as some passages in Voetius's works indicate, to will one thing or to 
will something else — and this in the sense of synchronic contingency (“free- 
dom as alternativity"). God's foreknowledge, decree, and concursus or praecur- 
sus only imply an external, implicative necessity (i.e., necessitas consequentiae). 


On the early modern debates on grace and justification, see Beck, “Doing Justice to 
justification." 
29 = See ch. 2.6. 
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This necessity is compatible with human freedom and does not eliminate the 
possibility of choosing the opposite, yet it guarantees the efficacy of God's will 
and the certainty of his knowledge.3° 

In contrast to the formal freedom of the will, “being inclined to sin” is an 
accidental attribute. According to Voetius, sin gives humanity's formal free- 
dom a dispositional tendency toward evil and leads to the loss of humanity's 
material freedom toward the good. As such, the will is enslaved and cannot of 
itself produce anything good (servum arbitrium)?! People freely choose sin. 
God, however, has no positive ontic will related to sin and to the evil effected 
by the sinful human will; the only relationship that the divine will has to evil 
is one of the non-hindering of sin or evil (i.e., permissio). This non-hindering 
or permission is in turn willed with a positive, second-order volition, and it is 
in this indirect way alone that God's will has any positive relationship to evil 
at all.?? 

In summary, the divine will in its axial function, so to speak, forms the 
basis for God's free and contingent relationship to created reality. The divine 
will not only imposes no metaphysical or logical determinism on reality, but 
also imposes no theological, necessitarian determinism on it. God's will does 
determine and define the truth value of propositions which are in themselves 
neutral. However, the determination effected by God's will is a contingent 
determination, leaving room for the relative efficacy of created causes within 
the framework of their createdness.?? 


7 Tradition-Historical Analysis 


In the structure of Voetius's doctrine of God, the divine will holds the “key posi- 
tion" as it were. This is the case not only in his doctrine of God's knowledge, 
but also for God's right and justice and his power. The will is always logically or 
structurally “preceded” by a necessary dimension, while a free and contingent 
dimension follows the will. God's necessary right precedes the will, while his 
free right is dependent on his will. God's power as the executive power to act is 
posterior to God's will. God's omnipotence poses no problem here. His power 
is always ordinate and in agreement with his essence. All the same, God can do 
more things than he actually does; the range of what is possible for him does 


30  Seech.9.5 and ch. 12. 
31 See ch. 12.2. 
32 See ch. 9.3. 
33 See ch. 9.5. 
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not coincide with the range of what he actually wills, but with the sum total 
of the things that do not imply a contradiction, thus being possible by "logical 
possibility" This extent is not constituted by God's will, but comes prior to it as 
a necessary dimension. 

The defining role of God's free will within the entire structure of Voetius's 
doctrine of God also enables one to place him in a specific theological tradi- 
tion on this point, with particular attention to the relationship between God's 
knowledge and will.3^ For one, Voetius stands in the tradition of the Reformers, 
including John Calvin, Peter Martyr Vermigli, and Wolfgang Musculus (1514- 
1581).3 Furthermore, he finds himself in one of the three main trajectories that 
dominated academic theology in regard to this issue beginning with the late 
medieval period. These three currents are the Thomist leaning towards intel- 
lectualism, the Scotist emphasis on the divine will, and the *nominalist" line 
promoted by Ockham and his followers.36 

Thomas's modal theory remains closely tied to Aristotelian hylomorphism 
and cosmology.” Aquinas at the same time defends a form of Aristotelian- 
Boethian subjectivism, where the mode of knowledge depends entirely on the 


34 Cf. on this the criteria for a tradition-historical analysis as developed by Antonie Vos using 
the example of Turretin in Vos, “Klassiek hervormd”; Vos, “De kern van de klassieke gere- 
formeerde theologie”; Vos, “Ab uno disce omnes,” and the example of Gomarus in Vos, 
"Scholasticism and Reformation,” 110-18; Vos, “Reformed Orthodoxy,” 124-26; cf. the exam- 
ple of Voetius in Beck, "Basic Features." See also the subsequent discussion and contribu- 
tions: Helm, “Synchronic Contingency"; Beck and Vos, "Conceptual Patterns Related to 
Reformed Scholasticism"; Helm, "Synchronic Contingency Again"; Beck, Gisbertus Voetius 
(1589-1676); Van Asselt, Bac, and Te Velde, Reformed Thought on Freedom; Vos and Dekker, 
“Modalities”; Bac, Perfect Will Theology, 21-34, 391-99; Helm, “Reformed Thought"; Helm, 
"Structural indifference": Helm, “Necessity”; Vos, “Paul Helm on Medieval Scholasticism"; 
Te Velde, The Doctrine of God, 670—76; Crisp, Deviant Calvinism, 71-96; Kim, "Francis 
Turretin"; Muller, Divine Will, esp. 31-79; Helm, “Francis Turretin”; Preciado, Reformed 
View, 15-137. See also Muller, “Jonathan Edwards"; Helm, “Jonathan Edwards"; Muller, 
“Jonathan Edwards and Francis Turretin"; Helm, "Turretin and Edwards"; Muller, “Neither 
Liberarian nor Compatibilist” cf. Fisk, Jonathan Edwards' Turn; Neele, Before Jonathan 
Edwards. 

35 See Muller, PRRD, 11, 436-43. Cf. Helm, John Calvin’s Ideas, 102-28 (and the excursus in 
341-46, where Helm seeks to acquit Calvin from the charge of Scotism); James, Peter 
Martyr Vermigli; Selderhuis, “Wolfgang Musculus”; Ballor, Covenant, Causality, and Law. 

36 On this cf. Rada, Controversiae theologicae, 1, contr. 30 (487a—519b); Hoenen, Marsilius of 
Inghen; Vos, "Ab uno disce omnes"; Hoenen, "Scotus and the Scotist School" 

37 Atleast according to an authoritative line of scholarship; see Aertsen, Nature and Creature, 
239-48, 241: "It is immediately striking that Thomas uses the term ‘contingent’ exclusively 
in an Aristotelian sense. That is, he views contingency as an effect of the material mode 
of being" 243: "Thomas's limited conception of contingency was criticized already in 
the Middle Ages.” Cf. Knuuttila, Modalities in Medieval Philosophy, 100-4, 120-21, 129-37; 
Gelber, It Could Have Been Otherwise, 114-23. 
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knowing subject rather than the object of knowledge. Because of God's nec- 
essary essence, his knowledge is a necessary knowledge. Accordingly, when 
God knows p, he knows p necessarily and “it cannot be conceded in any way 
that God can know more things than he actually knows.'?? Although Thomas 
seeks to protect the contingency of contingent objects of knowledge, he con- 
siders that they are "absolutely necessary" in God's knowledge. For Thomas, 
in the conditional phrase “If God knows that p will obtain, then p will obtain,” 
the antecedent is simply necessary because God's knowledge is necessary. 
Furthermore, if the antecedent is necessary, then also the consequent *p will 
obtain" is necessary. For if one presupposes the infallibility of God's knowl- 
edge, a strict implicative relationship must exist between the antecedent and 
the consequent. In its relationship to God's essence, the object of knowledge 
is itself necessary.?? 

For Thomas, the divine will does not have a defining role to play when it 
comes to God's knowledge of future contingent states of affairs. Instead, he 
points to God's eternal knowledge, for which even futura contingentia are “pres- 
ent." This presence is in the end itself necessary, insofar as Thomas together 
with Aristotle assumes the necessity of the present.^? For Thomas Aquinas it is 
in the end not God's will, but the knowledge of the divine intellect that func- 
tions as the basis for reality.*! 

Even before Thomas became magister in Paris, a trajectory that empha- 
sized the independent role of the divine will rather than divine knowledge 
began to develop within Franciscan theology between 1240 and 1255. Here we 
must think in particular of the followers of the Franciscan Alexander of Hales 
(ca. 1185-1245), including John of La Rochelle (d. ca. 1245) and Bonaventure.*? 


38 Aquinas, De veritate, q. 2, a13, ad 5 "Quamvis autem hoc in aliquo sensu concedatur quod 
Deus potest scire quod prius nescivit, non tamen potest concedi in aliquo sensu ‘Deus 
potest scire plura quam sciat." See also Sent., 1, d. 38, q. 1, a. 5; S.Th. I, q. 14, a. 15, ad 2; and 
cf. Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 172-75. Yet Aquinas can also say “quod Deus potest alia 
facere, de potentia absoluta, quam quae praescivit et praeordinavit se facturum" (S.Th. 1, 
q. 25, a. 5, ad 1). 

39 Aquinas, De veritate, q. 2, a13, ad 7: “hoc antecedens est simpliciter necessarium et con- 
sequens est necessarium absolute eo modo quo ad antecedens sequitur" C£, however, 
Aquinas, Quodlibeta, 11, q. 3 in corp. as quoted by Voetius in sp 1, 307; see above, ch. 8.3.8, 
n. 181. 

40 Aquinas, Sent., 1, d. 38, q. 1, a. 5, c.; S.Th., 1, q. 14, a. 13, c. Cf. Vos, “Theologie, wetenschap 
en alwetendheid”; Vos, "Alwetendheid," 40-53; Craig, Problem of Divine Foreknowledge, 
99-126; Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 166—76; Goris, Free Creatures of an Eternal God, 249- 
53; Knuuttila, "Medieval Commentators,” 87-95. 

41 Cf. Aquinas, Contra gentiles, 1, cap. 61, n. 7: “Intellectus autem divinus per suam scientiam 
est causa rerum. Unde oportet quod scientia eius sit mensura rerum.” 

42 See Vos, “Ab uno disce omnes,” 176-81, with quotations from the so-called Summa fratris 
Alexandri and Bonventure's Quaestiones disputatae De scientia Christi (Opera Omnia, v, 
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After the condemnation of Aristotelian-Averroist theses in 1277, Duns Scotus 
appropriated this Augustinian-Franciscan intellectual trajectory and saw 
it to further development.^? This can be seen, for example, in the "theory of 
neutral propositions" which, as this study has demonstrated, was adopted 
by Voetius.^^ Also the distinction this theory presumes concerning different 
structural moments or stadia in God was in the late medieval period typical 
for Scotus and his followers, while not only the early (in contrast to many later) 
Thomists — such as in the Liber propugnatorius attributed to Thomas of Sutton 
(Thomas Anglicus) — but also William of Ockham rejected it.45 The concept of 
synchronic contingency can likewise be traced back to Scotist roots.*6 

The third and final option will for the sake of simplicity be referred to as 
“nominalism” and “Ockhamism,’ although different groups can be distin- 
guished among the many theologians and philosophers who belonged to this 
school. Roughly spoken this trajectory emphasizes the divine will to such an 
extent that in the end it is no longer regulated by the regulative attributes of 
God's essence, and that it for that reason threatens to end up in complete arbi- 
trariness. The concept of synchronic contingency is also consistently rejected 


3-43) and De mysterio Trinitatis (Opera Omnia, v, 45-115). Cf. Alexander de Hales, Summa 
theologiae, 1, p. 1, inq. 1, tract. 5, sect. 1, q. un., membr. 4, c. 5-6 (ed. Quaracchi, 1, 263-65); 
sect. 2, q. 1, c. 2 (ed. Quarrachi, 1, 268); for the most part, this text probably does not stem 
from Alexander, but John of La Rochelle. Cf., in general, Decorte, “Sed modum exprim- 
ere nescio." Incidentally, Henry of Ghent can also be associated with this line; cf. Beck, 
“Divine Psychology’ and Modalities,” 133. 

43 _In1277,no less than 219 Aristotelian and Averroist theses were condemned in Paris. Similar 
theses were also condemned in Oxford in the same year. See Denifle and Chatelain, 
Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, 1, 543-58 (no. 473), and cf. Flasch, Aufklärung im 
Mittelalter?; Thijssen, Censure and Heresy, 1-56; Aertsen, Emery, and Speer, Nach der 
Verurteilung von 1277. 

44 Cf. esp. ch. 8.2. Voetius also belongs to the early modern theologians who explain “the 
more Thomistic language of scientia simplicis intelligentiae/visionis ... in a voluntaristic 
manner, yielding the more Scotistic model under the Thomistic language” (PRRD, 111, 
408). Note that this remark is not intended to point to “a Scotistic framework running 
through Reformed thought” (Muller, Divine Will, 78, n. 104). 

45 . Hoenen, Marsilius of Inghen, 84-85; Hoenen, "Scotus and the Scotist School,” 199-200; cf. 
Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 237—49. 

46 See Dekker, “God and Contingency in Scotus and Scotists" Although, as Dumont, “The 
Origin of Scotus's Theory" could show, fundamental aspects of the concept of synchronic 
contingency can be detected already in Peter John Olivi (1248/49-1298), Duns Scotus is 
the first to develop a full-fledged theory of synchronic contingency. To my mind, the anal- 
ysis of Aristotle, Aquinas, and Scotus in the eminent study by Muller Divine Will, 83-177 
is not convincing on this point. For the influence of Scotus on Voetius regarding the rela- 
tionship between divine and human agency, cf. above, ch. 9.4-5 and ch. 12.3-4; cf. also 
Beck, “Menschliche Willensfreiheit.” 
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in favour of a version of radical contingency of the divine will, implying a dia- 
chronic mutability, although Ockham and others saw this as a philosophical 
complication that does not touch theology.* 

Although it would indeed be misleading to identify Voetius as a “Scotist,” 
and surely wrong to deny significant “Thomist” influences on his theology, the 
basic structure of his doctrine of God in important ways follows the intellectual 
trajectory first prepared by Augustine and Anselm, and then developed by John 
of La Rochelle, Bonaventure, Henry of Gent, and especially Duns Scotus.^? This 
is evident from the key role played by the divine will and by the distinction he 
draws between various structural moments or stages (“moments of nature") in 
the interplay between God's knowledge and will, as well as between God's right 
and will and his power and will. At the same time, the necessary and prevoli- 
tional dimension of the divine essence remains regulative for both God's will as 
well as his free right and ordained power. The nuances this presupposes for the 
concept of divine simplicity are manifest in Voetius's works when he — mate- 
rially — comes very close to the Scotist formal distinction (distinctio formalis a 
parte rei), although terminologically he favours a conceptual distinction (dis- 
tinctio rationis ratiocinatae), while insisting emphatically upon its objectivity. 


47 Cf. Oberman, The Harvest of Medieval Theology, 30-56, 185-217; Klocker, William of 
Ockham and the Divine Freedom; McGrade, "Natural Law and Moral Omnipotence"; 
Adams, William Ockham, 11, 1115-50; cf. also Den Bok, "Scotus' Theory of Contingency”; 
Den Bok, "Is dan alles mogelijk?” 286-90. 

48 Atleast as far as the doctrine of God is concerned, this confirms the hypothesis advanced 
in Van Asselt and Dekker, "Introduction," 35-36, "that Scotism is as least as important as 
Thomism, both in the medieval and the post-reformation period... It is also worth noting 
that even in cases when a reformed scholastic uses at first sight Thomistic terms, he con- 
veys in fact Scotistic concepts." From the end of the sixteenth century onwards, the Scotist 
position regarding the crucial question on God's foreknowledge of futura contingentia 
seems to be prevalent. Thus, for instance, the Jesuit Francis Suárez in 1599 disputes the 
position of “many theologians,” according to which God foreknows futura contingentia in 
his decree; see Suárez, De scientia Dei futurorum contingentium, 1, cap. 6, n. 1 (ed. Berton, 
XI, 312): “Est multorum Theologorum opinio, Deum praecognoscere contingentia futura 
in decreto voluntatis suae"; ibid., 1, cap. 6, n. 3 (ed. Berton, x1, 312): “Haec sententia, ita 
generatim proposita, mihi non probatur" Forty years later, the Puritan William Twisse 
indicates that Scotus's solution to this question is the most pervasive one; see Twisse, De 
scientia media, praefatio, [4]: "De praescientia futurorum contingentium divina, tres olim 
vigebant maxime florentes et &nınoAdlovoaı scholasticorum sententiae. Bonaventurae 
visum est futurorum praescientiam a Deo transigi per Ideas. Thomae sententia fereba- 
tur eandem futurorum praescientiam commodius absolvendam esse per actualem rerum 
omnium existentiam in aeternitate, idque ab aeterno.... Tertia sententia prioribus explo- 
sis fuit ipsius Scoti, quam merito dicere possem florentissimam, revocantis scilicet prae- 
scientiam futurorum ad liberam divinae voluntatis determinationem." Cf. Voetius, DTV, 
43-44 (see above, ch. 9.5, n. 116), and, in general, above, ch. 8. 
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In the context of this objectivity Voetius, like Scotus, seems ultimately to pre- 
suppose and apply a univocal concept of being, albeit in the minimalist sense. 
Atthe same time, he explicitly maintains that the divine attributes can only be 
predicated analogically, viz. per analogiam attributionis.*? 

Our placement of the basic structure of Voetius's doctrine of God in a 
Franciscan-Scotist trajectory is not necessarily called into question by the 
fact that the Utrecht theologian appeals more frequently to Thomas Aquinas 
and Thomist theologians than he does to Scotus and the Scotists. For there are 
numerous indications suggesting that at the time, a Scotist interpretation of 
Aquinas on relevant points was common also among many Dominicans and 
Jesuits.5° This may furthermore come as less of a surprise when one observes 
Juan Caramuel y Lobkowitz (1606-1682), a Spanish Cistercian monk who 
taught at Leuven and elsewhere, testifying that “the school of Scotus is more 
numerous than all others put together”! Furthermore, there are significant 


49 See above, ch. 7.7.2; 7.4 (pace Muller, “Not Scotist," 128, 141-42, who seems to presup- 
pose an understanding of univocity of being that not only Voetius would reject, but 
also Scotus himself, see above, ch. 7.4., n. 64). Like Francis Suárez, whose work exhib- 
its the same ambivalence, Voetius at first sight seems to follow Thomas Aquinas here. 
However, indications are that the interpretation prominent in Suárez scholarship sug- 
gesting strong influences of Scotus can, mutatis mutandis, also be applied to Voetius. 
He definitely appreciated Suárez: “Ubi bene, nemo melius" (sD v, 83; cf. v, 469). On the 
reception of Scotus in Suárez, see especially Leinsle, Das Ding und die Methode, 1, 63—71, 
120-37; Honnefelder, Scientia transcendens, 200—94 (205 n. 31, with Parthenius Minges: 
Suárez agrees in important metaphysical questions with Scotus, even where he opposes 
him); Goudriaan, Philosophische Gotteserkenntnis, 143-48; Darge, Suárez’ transzendentale 
Seinsauslegung; and cf. now Hill and Lagerlund, Philosophy; Novák, Suárez's Metaphysics; 
and Salas and Fastiggi, Companion (esp. the essays by Knuuttila, "Suárez's Psychology"; 
Renemann, "Suárez's Doctrine of Concepts"; and Salas, "Between Thomism and Scotism,” 
who seems to underestimate Scotist influences on Suárez). Moreover, cf. the similar 
observations with respect to Zanchi in Goris, “Thomism in Zanchi's Doctrine of God,” 
esp. 136-39 (but see now also Lindholm, “Jerome Zanchi's Use of Thomas Aquinas"). 

50 Thus Schwamm, Das göttliche Vorherwissen, with respect to the Spanish Dominicans 
Dominicus Báfiez, Diego Álvarez and Thomas de Lemmos (- Tomás de Lemos), and Bac, 
Perfect Will Theology, 449-57 (Álvarez); Honnefelder, Scientia transcendens, 200—294, 
with respect to the Jesuit Francis Suárez. Cf. also Voetius, Exercitia et bibliotheca (1644), 
603: "Adde recentiores Iesuitas, qui non raro scotizant, quamvis scribant ad Thomam?” Cf. 
Knebel, Wille, Würfel und Wahrscheinlichkeit, 20—24. 

51 Bak “Scoti schola numerosior est omnibus aliis simul sumptis"; note that this might be an 
exaggeration. In his metaphysics Rationalis et realis philosophia (1642) Caramuel refuses 
to align himself with any of the three major schools. Cf. Schmutz, "Caramuel y Lobkowitz, 
Juan.” On the influence of Scotus's ideas, cf. Dettloff, "Duns Scotus/Scotismus 1,’ esp. 228— 
31; Hoenen, "Scotus and the Scotist School." 
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indications thatScotus was received extensively in early modern Protestantism, 
such as by the Reformer Zwingli, to mention only one example? 

The fact that Thomas Aquinas's Summa theologiae replaced Peter Lombard's 
Sententiae as a textbook in the sixteenth century indeed meant that Thomas 
was cited and commented continually. It would nevertheless be a mistake to 
identify all early modern theologians who wrote commentaries on the Summa 
as "Thomists" in the sense of following Thomas rather than Scotus on points 
where Scotus deviated from Thomas, just as it would be misleading to call all 
theologians from the three preceding centuries "Lombardists" For the pur- 
poses of a historical analysis, it is essential not to forget the auctoritas-culture 
dominating not only medieval but also early modern universities. Even if we 
find Thomas Aquinas being cited much more frequently than Scotus in the the- 
ology of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, from a conceptual perspec- 
tive one can still identify clear Scotist traits in the theology of that period.9? 
A significant example would be the distinction between non-temporal, struc- 
tural “instants” or “moments” (“instants of nature"). Of course, one must be 
careful to recognize that there are still numerous lacunae in scholarship on 
the reception of Thomist and Scotist thought. This alone is reason enough to 
refrain from speaking of a pervasive Scotistic paradigm in early modern theol- 
ogy or an “omni-Scotism.”54 

This analysis, summarizing some of the findings of the present study regard- 
ing the placement of Voetius's doctrine of God in its tradition-historical con- 
text, especially if combined with his identification of theology as a practical 
discipline, confirms Van Asselt's observations that "the influence of Scotism 
was at least as important as Thomism in the post-Reformation period" and that 


52 See Bolliger, Infiniti contemplatio. On the sixteenth century, cf. also Broadie, The Shadow 
of Scotus. Examples in the seventeenth century would be, among others, William Twisse 
(Bac, Perfect Will Theology, 99-106; disputed by Muller, Divine Will, 225-35), Richard 
Baxter (Burton, The Hallowing of Logic, 1—15, 44, 164, 181-200, 250-51, 277; Sytsma, 
Richard Baxter, 17, 75, 82-83, 165, but cf. 93-94, 103, 127-30), and Voetius's pupil Melchior 
Leydecker (Bac, Perfect Will Theology, 230—257, 289-304; Hoek, Melchior Leydecker). 

53 Cf. Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus, 4-6, and on the medieval authority culture 
also ibid., 528-39; De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen âge, 66, 82, 87—96, 99; Van der Lecq, 
“Autoriteiten en tradities” Cf. Van Asselt, “Reformed Orthodoxy,’ 24-25; Van Asselt, Bac, 
and Te Velde, “Introduction,” 24-27; Beck, "Expositio reverentialis.” Incidentally, the 
Reformed theologian Lambert Daneau commented on the Sententiae as late as 1580; cf. 
Daneau, Sententiae. 

54 Similarly Schmutz, “L'héritage des Subtils" See now for the reception of Aquinas in 
Protestant Scholasticism Svensson, VanDrunen, and Ballor, Deformation and Reformation; 
Ballor, Gaetano, and Sytsma, Beyond Dordt and De Auxiliis. 
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"Scotism played an important role in Reformed scholasticism.'55 Nevertheless, 
it would be too simplistic to apply labels like “Scotism” or “modified Scotism” to 
Voetius's theology, even if *modified Scotism" certainly seems at least as appro- 
priate as “modified Thomism,”?® if not more so. For one, the use of such -isms 
is problematic if they are understood to refer to "purely static entities," thereby 
disregarding their “contextually determined use" in the early modern period.5" 
As argued above, the term "Thomist" could be used to denote theologians who 
were influenced by ideas or concepts that are post-Aquinas and were devel- 
oped by Scotus. Moreover, the terms "Thomists" or "Scotists" were used by his- 
torians to refer to late medieval and early modern schools to which Reformed 
theologians did not belong, although some of them indeed received their 
initial training within the context of such schools. In general, the Reformed 
orthodox were not interested in identifying themselves with either one of the 
medieval schools or their architects. Voetius even complained about the fact 
that the Jesuit Becanus called the Reformed "Calvinists" instead of *Reformed 
Catholics" (Reformato Catholici).58 Surely he would not adhere to a doctrine 
just because Aquinas or Scotus — or Augustine or Calvin, for that matter — 
taught it. Furthermore, the relationship between Voetius's theology and the 
various trajectories of thought in its tradition-historical background is quite 
complex. 

As this study has shown, Voetius supplemented his use of Scripture with 
a variety of theological sources from the Early Church, the Middle Ages, the 
Reformation period, and various contemporary traditions — not to mention 
ancient and later philosophical sources. In this sense, Muller is right to char- 
acterize the approach of Reformed scholastics like Voetius as "eclectic." As he 
points out, such eclecticism does not entail that their systematic thought is 
incoherent.’? Yet this eclectic approach should not be understood to exclude, 
but rather to include Voetius's reading and use of the various sources within 
his own conceptual framework, which in turn might have undergone influ- 
ence from an identifiable, specific line of tradition. Thus, a tradition-historical 


55 Van Asselt, “Scholasticism Protestant and Catholic,’ 467, and cf. PRRD, Iv, 395. Cf. Beck, 
"Basic Features,’ 210, 226; Beck, “Voetius on the Subject and Formal Act of Happiness" 
(with evidence for a significant Scotistic influence); Beck, “God, Creation, and Providence," 
197—205. For the character of Voetius's concept of theology, see above, ch. 5.4. 

56 Christopher Cleveland uses with some care such a label for Owen; see Cleveland, 
Thomism. 

57 Van Asselt, “Reformed Orthodoxy,’ 25. 

58 Voetius and Hessels Van Borculo, Disputationis theologicae de transubstantiatione … pars 
prima, corol. 7 (A2v); cf. Beck, "Expositio reverentialis,” 125-26. 

59 Muller Divine Will, 73—79; cf. Muller, "Reformation, Orthodoxy, 'Christian Aristotelianism." 
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analysis of Voetius's scholastic texts requires not only the identification of 
the cited sources, but also a careful conceptual analysis of the way in which 
they were used and understood in these texts.9? This is what the present work 
has attempted to do. As a result of this study, we can now identify Voetius in 
his doctrine of God and concept of theology as a Reformed Catholic, broadly 
embedded in the Christian tradition, with Augustine, Anselm, Peter Lombard, 
and Aquinas as important influences, and with significant Scotistic accents, 
some of which were shared by early modern *Thomists."6! 


8 Value and Relevance for Theology and Church 


The lasting value of Voetius's theology and doctrine of God is closely tied to its 
exceptional detail and attention to the criterion of consistency. Voetius did not 
try to be original, but wanted to build upon and defend the edifice constructed 
by other theologians from the patristic era, the Middle Ages, the Reformation, 
and the period of orthodoxy. Voetius's detailed elaboration means that it is 
clearer in his case than it is for most other Reformed scholastics that a material 
reception of the theology of the Reformation did not stand in the way of con- 
tinuity with the theology of the Church Fathers and medieval theologians, and 
in particular those of the Augustinian-Franciscan tradition when it comes to 
the doctrine of God. Although he was an orthodox Reformed theologian from 
the so-called "confessional period" in Early Modernity, Voetius, who became 
embroiled in countless controversies throughout his entire life and whose 
father and grandfather became victims of the wars of religion,® attached him- 
self in a surprisingly unbiased manner to the centuries old tradition of Catholic 
theology and succeeded in valuing it as the common intellectual heritage of 
Christianity.6? In the same vein, Voetius saw himself to be further removed 
from the Socinians and rationalists of the early Enlightenment than from his 
Roman Catholic contemporaries.6* The scholastic method which he and other 


60 Cf. Van Asselt, Bac, and Te Velde, "Introduction," 19-47. The volume edited by idem, 
Reformed Thought on Freedom, is an example of a careful conceptual analysis; the four 
magisterial volumes of Muller, PRRD are another example. 

61 As mentioned above, Voetius himself used the term “Reformed Catholic." It is used for 
Owen by Trueman, John Owen. 

62 See ch. 1-4, and esp. ch. 1.2.1. 

63 Cf. the similar observation on Arminius in Dekker, Rijker dan Midas, 236-37. 

64 SD I, 491: "Atqui tolerabiliores sunt Pontificii quam Sociniani; quia non negant primo 
prima fundamenta de Trinitate, de persona Christi mediatoris, de satisfactione Christi: 
nec etiam ita corrumpunt, dogmata de Gratia Dei et libero arbitrio, de imagine Dei, de 
resurrectione carnis etc. tum quia plerique errores eorum, etiam gravissimi; non ita ipsa 
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Reformed theologians, together with the Lutherans and Catholics, exercised in 
Latin as their unifying technical language, led to the formation of a remarka- 
bly interconfessional and international scientific community that continued 
the centuries old scholastic discourse that had been built up from the time 
of the very establishment of the universities.55 When the twentieth-century 
Dutch theologian Arnold A. van Ruler correctly described the Reformation “as 
a moment in the tradition of the catholica," this implied a positive evaluation 
of the phenomenon of scholasticism.96 As he wrote: “You may not, therefore, 
only be reform-minded, but must also think in terms of church and catholicity. 
Then theology unavoidably branches out to scholasticism."6" From this per- 
spective we see a unity in faith and knowledge, theology and science that is 
unusual for our time and that nourishes itself on the long tradition of theology 
and church. 

Furthermore, the detailed examination of theological questions in Voetius's 
works creates room to think consistently through a complex nexus of con- 
ceptual relationships, where classical Aristotelian cosmology and ontology 
with their determinist implications were not only largely banished from the 
scene but also essentially overcome in their central points. It is particularly 
in respect to this issue that Voetius stands in remarkable continuity with the 
Augustinian-Franciscan trajectory in which he, like Duns Scotus, understands 
God's will as the pivotal point between a necessary and contingent dimension 


fundamentalia immediate et primo tollunt per simplicem negationem aut substrac- 
tionem, ac Sociniani: collocant enim juxta fundamentalia, et alia fundamentalia, et sic 
per additionem corrumpunt" Cf. above, ch. 1.3.4; 2; 6.4; 7.6. 

65 Cf. Knebel, Wille, Würfel und Wahrscheinlichkeit, 2. This character of early modern scho- 
lasticism also requires an interconfessional approach in research. As a matter of fact, 
more recent research increasingly moves into that direction. Cf. Van Asselt and Dekker, 
"Introduction," 38. 

66 Van Ruler, Reformatorische opmerkingen in de ontmoeting met Rome, ch. 1 (11-40): “De 
reformatie als moment in de traditie van de catholica"; cf. Van Ruler, Theologisch werk, 11, 
78: "De Reformatie is een moment in de traditie van de catholica. De ecclesia reformata is 
daarom de ecclesia catholica, door de waterval van de Reformatie heengegaan zijnde." 

67 Van Ruler, Theologisch werk, 1v, 26: “In de post-reformatorische theologie is het al vrij 
spoedig weer tot scholastiek gekomen. Dat is onvermijdelijk. Het is ook goed. Men kan 
nietalleen maar reformatorisch leven en denken. Men kan niet permament in de wending 
enin de waagschaal zijn. Daar wordt men duizelig van, als in een zweefmolen. Reformatie 
is goed, maar zij is een moment in de traditie. Men moet daarom niet alleen reforma- 
torisch, maar ook kerkelijk en katholiek zijn. De theologie krijgt dan onvermijdelijk de 
verbreding tot scholastiek” Cf. Van Ruler, Theologisch werk, 1v, 28: “Zo is voor mijn besef 
de scholastieke methode geen kwestie van onvruchtbare spitsvondigheid, maar de eigen- 
lijke, lente-achtige bloeseming van het denken. Zij is de bloeiende Betuwe in het voorjaar, 
waar ook het kleinste blaadje schoon is.” 
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of the divine essence and furthermore maintained a sharply contoured con- 
cept of radical contingency that transcended diachronic change. It is here that 
the basic distinction drawn in modal logic between the necessitas consequen- 
tiae and the necessitas consequentis, or the syntactic distinction of modal sen- 
tences in sensu compositionis and in sensu divisionis, have their full pay-off. As 
a result, the older interpretation which identified an un-nuanced necessitari- 
anism and determinism in Reformed orthodoxy shows itself to be inept. Even 
today, Voetius's non-determinist doctrine of God can contribute to theological 
perspectives on a theologically-philosophically relevant reconstruction and 
reception (not: repristination) of the classical doctrine of God.68 

That this classical doctrine of God is not always given the role it deserves 
in current discussions, even when questions specifically related to it are 
deemed worthy of debate, can be demonstrated by the epilogue to a popular 
overview of the history of Christian theology. In this work, Roger Olson iden- 
tifies “the old debate between monergists and synergists over God's relation- 
ship with the world" as a “major” but “as-yet unresolved" issue, for which a 
solution is “badly needed as the extremes of process theology and resurgent 
Augustinian-Calvinism polarize Christian thought as never before." Olson goes 
on to express the expectation that "new insights and suggestions for resolving 
it will come from non-Western Christian thinkers,” his reason being that “all 
the options of Western (European and North American) thought seem to have 
been proposed and have led only to reactions rather than resolutions" One of 
the problems of Western thought is its *dualistic mindset that insists on seeing 
divine and human agencies as in competition with one another."6? 

Of course, it is possible and surely desirable that non-Western theologians 
will develop new insights. However, given Voetius's doctrine of God as outlined 
in this work, one wonders whether all traditional Western options have really 
been proposed in the debates and whether they actually suffer from the dual- 
ism Olson claims to detect in them. Voetius, at any rate, appears not to under- 
stand divine and human agencies as being “in competition with one another" 
but distances himself from the incipient early modern notion of autonomy 
that he imagines to see among Jesuit, Remonstrant, and Socinian theologians. 
Olson's fluent account of the history of theology does not appear to mention 
the classical doctrine of God of the Augustinian-Franciscan tradition which, 


68 Cf. above, section 4-5, and ch. 9.4; 9.5; 12. 

69 Olson, The Story of Christian Theology, 612; this volume is still in print (October 2020). Cf., 
in contrast, Rowan Williams, who provides illuminating observations on the relevancy 
of technical medieval and early modern Christological debates. These observations are 
inspired by Austin Farrer's reflections on the relationship of the infinite Creator to the 
finite creature; see Williams, Christ the Heart of Creation, 1-9, 127-167, 251-53. 
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when understood in a broader sense, also includes the Reformed orthodox 
doctrine of God. Similarly, Duns Scotus is not even mentioned a single time. 
The same observation can be made in relation to current debates in 

English-language scholarship on “open theism’ or the “openness of God.””? Like 

the Socinians of old, the proponents of open theism deny God's diachronic 

immutability and begin with the conviction that an all-encompassing divine 
foreknowledge of future events is incompatible with genuine human freedom.”! 

Here too the classical doctrine of God from the Augustinian-Franciscan tra- 

dition is not even given the attention that it warrants, although it would be 

entirely relevant to the context. Even if this involves a small degree of exagger- 
ation, one could say that the current debates revolve almost exclusively around 
an “openness of God” that involves diachronic mutability or dynamism. The 
possibility of an “openness of God" in the sense of non-diachronic or contin- 
gent “mutability” and dynamism of God's free and contingent will and, there- 
fore, an equally free and contingent knowledge and agency in God where true 
or synchronic contingency and infallibility go hand in hand is considered in 
these debates particularly in the context of philosophical discussions sur- 
rounding the concept of middle knowledge.” I would like to suggest that one 
can find in Voetius’s doctrine of God a considerable treasure for developing the 
alternative of a synchronic rather than diachronic dynamism and openness in 

God, which may very well be able to overcome some of the problems resulting 

from the acceptance of “open theism” and middle knowledge.” 

70 Important representatives of “Open Theism" are Pinnock, Rice, and Sanders, The Openness 
of God; Sanders, The God Who Risks; Pinnock, Most Moved Mover; Hasker, Providence, Evil 
and the Openness of God; Hasker, Oord, and Zimmerman, God in an Open Universe. Among 
their opponents are Craig, Divine Foreknowledge and Human Freedom; Helm, Providence; 
Craig, God, Time, and Eternity; Feinberg, No One Like Him; Erickson, What Does God Know 
and When Does He Know It?; Arbour, Philosophical Essays. 

71 Hasker Providence, Evil and the Openness of God, 97: “Open theists do reject such classi- 
cal metaphysical divine attributes as simplicity, impassibility, absolute immutability and 
timelessness. We reject Calvinism with its claim that God determines all that happens 
through his eternal decrees, and Molinism with its subtler view that God's control is 
mediated by his knowledge of the ‘counterfactuals of freedom" ... We hold that compre- 
hensive divine foreknowledge is incompatible with libertarian free will for creatures.’ 

72 This is true, for instance, in Dekker, Middle Knowledge. On middle knowledge, cf. also the 


anthology of Hasker, Basinger, and Dekker, Middle Knowledge. 
73 On middle knowledge, cf. above, ch. 8.3. 


Appendix 1: Overview of the Disputations in 
Voetius's SD I-V 


The overview follows the order in the five volumes. First, the number of the respective 


disputation is given between brackets, followed by the page numbers. Any particulari- 


ties are noted in brackets at the end of the respective entries. Pages counted twice are 


marked with an asterisk. 


Abbreviations: Resp. - Respondens; s.a. - sine anno; s.d. - sine dato; s.l. - sine loco; 


s.n. = sine nomine. 


1 Selectae disputationes theologicae, Vol. 1, Utrecht 1648 

01) 1-12: “De ratione humana in rebus fidei" Resp.: Lucas Couterelius, Hag. 
Commit. Batav. Defended on 17.2.1636. 

02) 12-29 “De theologia scholastica" Resp.: Everhardus Rotarius, Neomago- 
Gelro. Defended on 22.2.1640. 

03) 29-47 "Quousque se extendat autoritas Scripturae" Resp.: Henricus 
Ridderus, Rommerswale Zeeland. Defended on 9.7.1636. 

04) 47-63 “De insolubilibus (ut vocant) Scripturae" Resp.: R. Jacobus Migrodius, 
Aernemuda-Zeeland. Defended on 5.3.1636. 

05) 64-74 “De Symbolo Apostolico." Resp.: Johannes Almeloveen, Ultrajectino. 
Defended on 26.3.1636. 

06) 74-87: “De patribus, seu antiquae ecclesiae doctoribus, pars prima.” Resp.: 
Cornelius F. P. Vander Lingen, s.l. Defended on 23.6.1640. 

07) 87-103 “De patribus, seu antiquae ecclesiae doctoribus, pars altera." 
Resp.: Cornelius F. P. Vander Lingen, s.l. Defended on 20.6.1640. 
(Or: 30.6.1640?) 

078) 103-6: "Appendix de Historicis Ecclesiasticis." 

08) 106-14: "Novus scepticismus Loioliticus circa principia fidei Christianae." 
Resp.: Lambertus Vanden Waterlaet, s.l. Defended on 15.3.1645. 

09) 114—35: “De atheismo” Resp.: Gualterus De Bruyn, Amisfurtensis. Defended 
on 22.6.1639. 

10) 135-49: “De atheismo, pars secunda." Resp.: Gualterus De Bruyn, Amis- 
furtensis. Defended on 29.6.1639. 

11) 149-66: “De atheismo, pars tertia." Resp.: Gualterus De Bruyn, Amisfurtensis. 


Defended on 6.7.1639. 


€ KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2022 | D01:10.1163/9789004504394 016 


488 


12) 166-226: 


13) 226-45: 


14) 246-64: 


15) 264—73: 


(16) 273-84: 


(17) 285-308: 


(18) 309-39: 


(19) 339-64: 


(20) 364—79: 


(21) 379-402: 


22) 402-409: 


23) 410-409” 
-419): 

24) 410* 
-420)-422: 


25) 422-34: 


26) 434-41: 


APPENDIX 1 


“De atheismo, pars quarta." Resp.: Gualterus De Bruyn, Amisfurtensis. 
Defended on 13.7.1639. 

“De unica et simplicissima Dei essentia." Resp.: Johannes Almeloveen, 
Ultrajectinus. Defended on 10.6.1637. 

“De scientia Dei” Resp.: Enochus Pottey, Vera-Zeelandus. Defended 
on 17.6.1637. 

“De conditionata seu media in Deo scientia, sectio prima.” Resp.: 
M. Matthias Nethenus, Reesensis; Autor (!) et respondens. Defended 
On 9.12.1643. 

“De conditionata seu media in Deo scientia, sectio secunda.” Resp.: 
M. Matthias Nethenus, Reesensis; Autor (!) et respondens. Defended 
on 20.12.1643. 

“De conditionata seu media in Deo scientia, sectio tertia” Resp.: 
M. Matthias Nethenus, Reesensis; Autor (!) et respondens. Defended 
on 29.12.1643. 

“De conditionata seu media in Deo scientia, sectio quarta.” Resp.: 
M. Matthias Nethenus, Reesensis; Autor (!) et respondens; ohne 
Jahrangabe]. Defended on 7.6.[1644?] & 24.8. [1644?]. 

“De jure et justitia Dei." Resp.: Cornelius Gentman, Goesa-Zeelandus. 
Defended on 15.6.1639. 

"Appendicis ad disputationem theologicam de jure et justitia 
Dei, pars prima." Resp.: M. Andreas Lansman, Amstellodamensis. 
Defended on 21.12.1644. (Pp. 377-379: "Corollaria Affinia"). 
"Appendicis ad disputationem theologicam de jure et justitia Dei, 
pars secunda.” Resp.: M. Andreas Lansman, Amstellodamensis. 
Defended on 29.3.1644. (Pp. 388—392 reproduces a letter from Voetius 
to Zylovius, a pupil of Maccovius, who attacked Voetius in the book- 
let "Vindiciae Quaest. aliquot difficilium"). 

“De potentia Dei deque possibili et impossibili" Resp.: Johannes 
Carre, Campanus-Gallus. Defended on 2.3.1644. 

“De potentia Dei deque possibili et impossibili, pars secunda." Resp.: 
Johannes Carre, Campanus-Gallus. Defended on 9.3.1644. 

“De potentia Dei deque possibili et impossibili, pars tertia" Resp.: 
Johannes Carre, Campanus-Gallus. Defended on 9.3.1644. (Error in 
pagination: p. 416 is followed by p. 407, etc.). 

“De potentia Dei deque possibili et impossibili, pars quarta." Resp.: 
Johannes Carre, Campanus-Gallus. Defended on 22.6.1644. 
“Praescriptiones et antidota generalia pro Christianismo adversus 
Socinianos.” Resp.: Johannes Deak, Benyei, Ungarus. Defended on 
14.2.1635. 
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(27) 442-66: 


(28) 466-88: 


(29) 489-51: 


(29a) 512-20: 


(30) 520-36: 


31) 536-52: 
32) 552-71: 
33) 571-97: 


34) 597-617: 


35) 617-35: 


36) 635-52: 


37) 652-99: 


(39) 726-54: 


(40) 754-74: 


(41) 775-802: 


38) 699-726: 


"Francisci Gomari diatribe, de Christo Autotheooi, olim dictata in 
Academ. Lugduno-Batava: quam impetrata venia a Cl. autore typis 
edidit et publica disputatione ventilandam proposuit in Academia 
Ultrajectina Gisbertus Voetius, additis etiam notis." Resp.: Cornelius 
Gentman, Goesa-Zeelandus. Defended on 9.3.1639. 

“De necessitate et utilitate dogmatis de ss. Trinitate." Resp.: Petrus 
Johannes Saanvliet, Amstelredamensis. Defended on 16. & 23.2.1639. 
“De necessitate et utilitate dogmatis de ss. Trinitate, pars altera." 
Resp.: Petrus Johannes Saanvliet, Amstelredamensis. Defended on 
23.2.1639. 

"Appendix quaestionum de Remonstrantismo." 

“De quaestione hac an Christus qua Mediator sit Adorandus?" 
Resp.: Florentius Michaelis, Arnemuda-Zeeland. Defended on 21. & 
28.4.1638. 

"Appendicis de Adoratione Christi qua Mediatoris pars prima.” Resp.: 
Matthias Nethenus, Reesa-Clivenis. Defended on 13.7.1642. 

“De creatione." Resp.: Lubertus Spruitius, Ultrajectinus. Defended on 
8.9.1638. 

“De creatione, pars secunda.” Resp.: Lubertus Spruitius, Ultrajectinus. 
Defended on 15.9.1638. (Pp. 580-97: “De Mundo"). 

“De creatione, pars tertia” Resp.: Lubertus Spruitius, Ultrajectinus. 
Defended on 21.9.1638. 

“De creatione, pars quarta." Resp.: Lubertus Spruitius, Ultrajectinus;. 
Defended on 29.9.1638. (Pp. 625-32: “De opere secundi diei“; pp. 632- 
35: "De opere Diei Tertii"). 

“De creatione, pars quinta." Resp.: Lubertus Spruitius, Ultrajectinus. 
Defended on 6.10.1638. 

“De creatione, pars sexta." Resp.: Lubertus Spruitius, Ultrajectinus. 
Defended on 13.10.1638. (Pp. 658-89: "Appendicula de Inunda- 
tionibus"; pp. 689-99: “De opere quarti diei"). 

De creatione, pars septima. Resp.: Lubertus Spruitius, Ultrajectinus. 
Defended on 20.10.1638. (Pp. 713-17: “Appendicula de Harmonia 
Mundi superioris et inferioris"; pp. 718-26: "De opere quinti diei"). 
“De creatione, pars octava. De Opere sexti diei" Resp.: Lubertus 
Spruitius, Ultrajectinus. Defended on 27.101638. (Pp. 738-54: “De 
Homine"). 

“De creatione, pars nona." Resp.: Lubertus Spruitius, Ultrajectinus. 
Defended on 3.11.1638. 

“De creatione, pars decima." Resp.: Lubertus Spruitius, Ultrajectinus. 
Defended on 10.11.1638. 
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41a) 802-8: 
42) 808-30: 


43) 831-50: 
44) 851-68: 


45) 869-70: 
45a) 870-81: 


47) 906-32: 


47) 933-84: 


50) 1018-36: 


51) 1036-59: 


52) 1059-78: 


53) 1078-118: 


46) 882-905: 


49) 985-1017: 


APPENDIX 1 


“Paralipomena ad disp. 10 de creatione." (Dating from 1643.) 
"Appendix ad disputationes de creatione prima." Resp.: Cornelius 
Bruynvisch, Zirizea-Zeelando. Defended on n.7.1643. 

"Appendix ad disputationes de creatione secunda.” Resp.: Cornelius 
Bruynvisch, s.l. Defended on 16.9.1643. 

"Appendix ad disputationes de creatione tertia” Resp.: Cornelius 
Bruynvisch, s.l. Defended on 9.12.1643. (Pp. 867-869: “consectarium”). 
“De creatione, corollaria." Resp.: s.n. Defended on 18 & 24.12.1641]. 
"Appendix ad corollaria praecedentia: De rerum naturis et formis 
substantialibus.” Resp.: s.n. Defended on 23. & 24.12.1641. 

“De hierarchia coelesti, et angelis tutelaribus" Resp.: Johannes 
Paschasius, Amisfurtensis. Defended on 30.3.1639. 

“De natura et operationibus daemonum.” Resp.: Henricus Bornius, 
Ultrajectinus. Defended on 17.2. [s.a.] 

“De natura et operationibus daemonum, pars posterior" Resp.: 
Henricus Bornius, Ultrajectinus. Defended on 3.3.1638. 

“De spectris." Resp.: Andreas Essenius, s.l. Defended on 28.10.1637 & 
4.11.1637. 

“De energumenis” Resp.: Jacobus Hovius, Twisscha-Batav. Defended 
on 14. & 21.10.1637. 

“De energumenis, pars altera.” Resp.: Andreas Demetrius, Dord. 
Defended on 26.10.1637. 

“De peccati usibus per accidens." Resp.: Johannes Le Febre, Mediob.- 
Zeeland. Defended on 18.11.1643. 

“De propagatione peccati originalis" Resp.: Samuel Lydius, Dordra- 
cenus. Defended on 2.7.1636. 


54) 1118-37: "Methodus respondendi excerptis et calumniis de Deo autore pec- 
cati." Resp.: Petrus Kalnai, Hungarus. Defended on 24.4.1647. 
55) 137-72: “Paralipomena quaedam, quae tunc cum praelum curreret in men- 
tem non veniebant." 
2 Selectae disputationes theologicae, Vol. 2, Utrecht, 1655 
(01) 1-23: “De tempore nativitatis Christi” Resp.: Georgius Van Thoor, 
Medioburgo-Zeeland. Defended on 16.12.1637. 
(02) 23-51: “De tempore nativitatis Christi, pars altera." Resp.:Jodocus Willichius, 
Clivo-Wesalio. Defended on 23.12.1637. 
(03) 51-77: "Ad Genes. XLIX. vers. 10. De adventu Messiae.” Resp.: Abraham 


Heidanus, Thola-Zeelando. Defended on 10. & 17.9.1636. 


OVERVIEW OF THE DISPUTATIONS IN VOETIUS'S SD I-V 491 


(04) 77-93: 
(05) 93-124: 


(06) 124-42: 


(07) 143-55: 


(08) 155-64: 


(09) 164-72: 


10) 172-87: 
11) 188-95: 
12) 195-218: 


13) 218-27: 
14) 228-38: 


15) 238-55: 
16) 255-63: 
17) 268-77: 
18) 277-85: 
19) 286-91: 
20) 291-304: 
21) 304-13: 


22) 313-24: 


23) 324-41: 


“De Iudaismo.” Resp.: Joannes Breberenus Vanden Dijck, Aquisgran. 
Defended on 2.9.1637. 

“De Iudaismo, pars altera." Resp.: Joannes Breberenus Vanden Dijck, 
Aquisgran. Defended on 9.9.1637. 

“De generali conversione Judaeorum. Ad Rom. XI. vers 25.26.27." 
Resp. Johannes Ronsenus, Medioburgo-Zeelando. Defended on 
11.11.1636 & 31.12.1636. 

"Appendix Ad Dispp. de Iudaismo et Iudaeorum conversione, quae 
est de hodiernis sectis, de decem tribubus, et de Samaritis." 

"An et qualem fidem habuerit Christus, et quomodo usus sit 
Sacramentis." Resp.: Isaacus Raap, Amstelod.-Batavo. Defended on 
11.3.1648. 

“De agonia et desertione Christi.Ad Luc. XXII v. 41-45 et Matth. 
XXVII. 46.“ Resp. Enochus Pottey, Veria-Zeeland. Defended on 
29.10.1636 & 5.11.1636. 

"Appendix Ad diatribam de Sudore Sanguineo.” 

"Appendicula de Descensu ad Inferos." 

“De perfosso latere Christi. Ad Iohann. XIX. 34.35.36.37.” Resp.: Petrus 
Pannelius, Medioburgo-Zeeland. Defended on 27.5.1637. 

"Auctarium de perfosso latere Christi." Resp.: s.n. Defended on: s.d. 
"Problematum de merito Christi, pars prima" Resp: Petrus 
Montanus, Amstelo-Batavo. Defended on 31.5.1650. 

"Problematum de merito Christi, pars secunda" Resp.: Nicolaus 
Backerus, Bommel.Gelr. Defended on 15.6.1650. 

"Problematum de merito Christi, pars tertia” Resp.: Andreas 
Posthumius, Medenbl.-Batav. Defended on 3.7.1650. 

"Problematum de merito Christi, pars quarta." Resp.: Petrus Vander 
Burcht, Medioburgo-Zelando. Defended on 4.12.1650. 
"Problematum de merito Christi, pars quinta" Resp: Abraham 
Migrodius, Medioburgo-Zelando. Defended on 7.12.1650. 

“De indulgentiis" Resp.: Martinus Schoock, Ultrajectino. Defended 
on ?.10.1634 

“De indulgentiis, pars altera." Resp.: Martinus Schoock, Verteidigt am 
2.11.1634 

“De persona Christi mediatoris, pars prima.” Resp.: Guilielmus 
Saldenus, Ultrajectino. Defended on 20.11.1647. 

“De persona Christi mediatoris, pars secunda.” Resp.: Petrus Coorn, 
Zeland. Defended on 27.11.1647. 

“De persona Christi mediatoris, pars tertia." Resp.:Joannes Migrodius, 
Arnemuyda-Zelando. Defended on 4.12.1647. 
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(24) 341-62: 
(25) 362-83: 


(26) 383-402: 


27) 402-23: 


28) 424-32: 
29) 432-47: 


30) 447—65: 
31) 465-68: 
32) 468-96: 
33) 496-51: 
34) 51-38: 
35) 539-51: 
36) 552-73: 
37) 573-79: 
38) 579-601: 
39) 601-21: 
40) 621-59: 
41) 659-83: 
42) 684-87: 


43) 687-98: 
44) 698—706: 


APPENDIX 1 


"Appendix aliquot quaestionum." 

“De explicatione praedicationum, et formularum restrictivarum in 
theologia" Pars prima. Resp.: Petrus À Spyckershof, Medioburgo- 
Zelanda. Defended on 12.11.1647. 

“De explicatione praedicationum, et formularum restrictivarum in 
theologia, pars secunda.” Resp.: Johannes Leydecker, Scherpenissa- 
Zeel. Defended on 12.11.1647. 

"De statu electorum ante conversionem, Resp: Henricus Ab 
Harlingen, Ultrajectino. Defended on 7.9.1639. 

"Appendix quaestionum de surdis et amentibus." 

“De regeneratione.” Resp.: Cornelius Gentman, Goesa Zeel. Defended 
on 9.11.1639. 

“De regeneratione, pars altera" Resp.: Cornelius Gentman, Goesa 
Zeel. Defended on 16.11.1639. 

"Appendix de secundo conversionis momento." Resp.: s.n. Defended 
on: s.d. 

“De simplicitate et hypocrisi.” Resp.: Abraham Heidanus, Thola-Zeel. 
Defended on 10. & 17.12.1636. 

“De praxi fidei" Resp.: Petrus Johannes Saenvliet, s.l. Defended on 
24.11.1638. 

“De articulis et erroribus fundamentalibus" Resp. Johannes 
Almeloveen, Ultrajectino. Defended on 18.3.1637. 

“De praejudiciis verae religionis" Resp: David Van Boxtel, s.l. 
Defended on 3.9.1634. 

“De plantatoribus ecclesiarum" Resp.: Paulus Rappardus, Vesal. 
Defended on 3.9.1652. 

"Appendix de aedificatoribus templorum, erectoribus collegiorum, 
et fundatoribus redituum." 

“De gentilismo et vocatione gentium. Resp.: Rutgerus Heysius, 
Neomago-Geldro. Defended on 8.12.1638. 

“De gentilismo et vocatione gentium, pars secunda.” Resp.: Rutgerus 
Heysius, Neomago-Geldro. Defended on 15.12.1638. 

“De gentilismo et vocatione gentium, pars tertia." Resp.: Rutgerus 
Heysius, Neomago-Geldro. Defended on 22.12.1638. 

“De Muhammedismo.” Resp: Joannes De Jonge, Ultrajectin. 
Defended on 25.3.1648. 

"Inventarium ecclesiae romanae seu papatus.” 

“Notitia criticae papatus." 

“De translatione papatus a Petro ad papam” Resp.: Enochus Pottey, 
Veria-Zeelando. Defended on 12.3.1639. 
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(45) 706-24: 


(46) 724-26: 
(47) 726-42: 


(48) 742-56: 


(49) 756-76: 


50) 776-91: 


51) 791-807: 


52) 807-26: 


53) 827-56: 
(54) 856-68: 
(55) 868-82: 


(56) 882-902: 


57) 902-22: 
58) 922-36: 
59) 936-42: 
60) 943-63: 


61) 964—79: 


62) 979-84: 


"Methodus elidendi praesumtam successionem, antiquitatem et 
catholicismum papatus." Resp.: Gerbrandus Schagen, Ultrajectino. 
Defended on 10.11.1649. 

“Appendicula de methodo demonstrandi novitatem papatus.” 

“Vis Veritatis in ipso papatu erumpentis, pro assertione papalis 
Christianismi, de salute per solam Dei misericordiam in Christo." 
Resp.: Casparus Velthuysen, s.l. Defended on 14.9.1639. 

"Vis Veritatis in ipso papatu erumpentis, pro assertione fundamenta- 
lis Christianismi, de salute per solam Dei misericordiam in Christo, 
pars altera.” Resp.: Casparus Velthuysen, s.l. Defended on 22.9.1639. 
"Vis Veritatis in ipso papatu erumpentis, pro assertione fundamenta- 
lis Christianismi, de salute per solam Dei misericordiam in Christo, 
pars altera, pars tertia” Resp.: Casparus Velthuysen, s.l. Defended on 
28.9.1639. 

"Quaestio de fide papistarum, salutari an damnabili? Resp.: 
Melchior B. Batzonius, Ungar. Transylv. Defended on 6.3.1647. 
"Inventarium controversiarum, de temporali potestate papae." Resp.: 
Gulielmus Nollet, Goeza-Zelando. Defended on 26.6.1652. 
"Inventarium controversiarum, de temporali potestate papae, pars 
altera." Resp.: Rutgerus Hattingh, Elverveldano. Defended on 3.6.1652. 
"Quaestio an sedes romana compatibilis sit cum politiis reforma- 
tis" Resp.: Nicolaus Sz. Illye-Falvi?, Ungar. Transylvan. Defended on 
13.3.1647. 

"Appendix aliquot Problematum." 

“De donatione Constantini" Resp.: Johannes Breberenus Vanden 
Diick, Aquisgranensi. Defended on 21.5.1636. 

"Quaestio historico-theologica de translatione imperii à Graecis 
ad Francos.” Resp.: Michaellus Tophaeus, Szekelyhidino Hungaro. 
Defended on 24.12.1647. 

“De signis prima, de natura miraculis ostentis et prodigiis.” Resp.: 
Petrus Petraeus, s.l. Defended on 29.2.1640. 

“De signis, primae, de naturae miraculis, ostentis, et prodigiis, pars 
altera." Resp.: Petrus Petraeus, s.l. Defended on 7.3.1640. 

“Appendix de panico terrore" Resp.: s.n. Defended on: s.d. (This 
appendix was announced in the title of the previous disputation.). 
“De signis, secunda, quae est de signis temporum et praefagiis mor- 
tis." Resp.: Petrus Petraeus, s.l. Defended on 14.3.1640. 

“De signis, tertiae, quae est de miraculis, pars prima.” Resp.: Andreas 
Essenius, s.l. Defended on 28.3.1640. 

“De signis, tertiae, quae est de miraculis, pars secunda.” Resp.: 
Andreas Essenius, s.l. Defended on 25.4.1640. 
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63) 984-93: 
64) 993-1012: 
65) 1012-31: 


66) 1031-36: 
67) 1036-55: 


68) 1055-86: 


70) 1100-33: 


71) 1133-40: 


(72) 141-93: 


(73) 1193-203: 


(74) 1203-17: 


(75) 1217-28: 


(76) 1228-39: 


77) 1240-48: 
78) 1248-66: 


79) 1266-70: 


80) 1272-78: 


69) 1086-100: 


APPENDIX] 


"Appendix de fide miraculorum." (This appendix was announced in 
the title of the previous disputation.). 

“De signis, tertiae, quae est de miraculis, pars tertia." Resp.: Andreas 
Essenius, s.l. Defended on 2.5.1640. 

“De signis, tertiae, quae est de miraculis, pars quarta." Resp.: Andreas 
Essenius, s.l. Defended on 16.5.1640. 

"[Appendix] de puella Aurelianensi." 

“De signis, quartae, quae est, de prophetia, pars prima." Resp.: Petrus 
Petraeus, s.l. Defended on 23.5.1640. 

"Index materiarum, et catalogus aliquot prophetiarum, et 
prophetarum." 

“De signis quinta, quae est de charismatis” Resp. Petrus Ab 
Eyndhoven, Ultrajectino. Defended on 10.6.1648. 

“De signis sexta quae est de probationibus spirituum." Resp.: 
Cornelius Hoogesteger, Goesa-Zeeland. Defended on 24.6.1648. 

“De signis sexta quae est de probationibus spirituum. Pars altera, 
continens examen spiritus Posoniensis in Hungaria, qui A. 1641 
et 1642 apparuisse dicitur" Resp.: Petrus Bacca, Szattmari-Hung. 
Defended on 12.7.1648. 

"Narratio rei admirabilis ad posonium gestae de spiritu quodam" 
(This is a reprint of a booklet published in 1644, which was added as 
an appendix to the previous disputation). 

"Exercitatio ad Thomae Part. 1. Qu. X11. art. 1 de visione Dei per essen- 
tiam, pars prior" Resp.: Samuel Enjedinus, Hungaro-Transylvano. 
Defended on 12.7.1641. 

"Exercitatio ad Thomae Part. 1. Qu. X11. art. 1 de visione Dei per essen- 
tiam, pars posterior" Resp.: Stephanus Nimethi, Hungaro. Defended 
On 14.7.1651. 

"Exercitatio ad Thomae 1.11. Qu. 111. Art. rv. de beatitudinis subjecto 
et actu formali." Resp.: Johannes Petko, Somosi Ungaro. Defended on 
5.3.1653. 

"Exercitatio ad Thomae 1.11. Qu. 111. Art. rv. de beatitudinis subjecto 
et actu formali." Pars secunda. Resp.: Isaacus Clemens, Medioburgo- 
Zeel. Defended on 12.3.1653. 

"De papistarum purgatorio. Resp.: Joannes Dunganus, Trajecto- 
Batavo. Defended on 7.3.1635. 

“Ad Apocalyps. Xx. vers. IV.V.VI. de regno millenario.” Resp.: Henricus 
Ridderus, Rommerswale-Zeeland. Defended on 18.2.1637. 

"Appendix ad disp. de regno millenario." 

"Addenda." 
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3 Selectae disputationes theologicae, Vol. 3, Utrecht, 1659 

01) 1-11: “De theologia practica" Resp.: Johannes Cuypius, Ultrajectinus. 
Defended on 21.2.1646. 

02) 11-21: “De theologia practica, pars secunda." Resp.: Jacobus Pricquius, 
Enchusa-West-Fris. Defended on 28.2.1646. 

03) 21-31: “De theologia practica, pars tertia.” Resp.: Abrahamus Rodenburgh, 
Ultraj. Defended on 7.3.1646. 

04) 31-42: “De theologia practica, pars quarta" Resp. Isaacus Jansonius, 
Mediob.-Zeland. Defended on 14.3.1646. 

05) 42-51: “De theologia practica, pars quinta." Resp.: Wilhelmus Schomaker, 
Lochemo Gelro. Defended on 21.3.1646. 

06) 51-59: “De theologia practica, pars sexta" Resp: Jacobus Pricquius, 
Enchusa-West-Fris. Defended on 21.3.1646. 

07) 59-79: “De praecisitate ad illustrationem quaest. catechet. XCIV. CXIII. 
cxv.” Resp.: Johannes Best, Amstelodam. Defended on 13.7.1643. 

08) 79-91: “De amore Dei.” Resp.: Johannes Dorthius, Slusa-Fland. Defended on 
27.2.1636. 

09) 91-126 “De superstitione" Resp.: Daniel Van Hengel, Amstelredam. 
Defended on 4.7.1640. 

10) 126-32 "Additamenta quaedam.” (Pp. 126-27: “Ad praedicamenta actionis"; 
pp. 128-30: "Ad praedicamentum passionis"; pp. 130-31: "Ad praedi- 
camentum relationis"; “Ad praedicamentum quando”; "Ad praedica- 
mentum Ubi & Situs.") 

(11) 132-39: "Appendix historio-theologica de sternutatione." 

(12) 139-63 "Appendix ad disputationem de superstitione. Ubi de genuflexione 
ad nomen Jesu, et ad mensam seu altare." Resp.: Nicolaus Van Hoorn, 
Medioburgo Zeland. Defended on 1.74640. 

(13) 163-79: "Appendix ad disputationem de superstitione. Ubi de genuflex- 


(14) 179-201: 


(15) 201-14: 


(16) 214-26: 


ione ad nomen Jesu, et ad mensam seu altare, pars secunda.” Resp.: 
Nicolaus Van Hoorn, Medioburgo Zeland. Defended on 5.9.1640. 
"Appendix ad disputationem de superstitione. Ubi de genuflexione 
ad nomen Jesu, et ad mensam seu altare, pars tertia." Resp.: Johannes 
Hoeck, Heusdano. Defended on 12.9.1640. 

"Appendix ad disputationem de superstitione. Ubi de genuflex- 
ione ad nomen Jesu, et ad mensam seu altare, pars quarta." Resp.: 
Johannes Hoeck, Heusdano. Defended on 19.9.1640. 

"Appendix ad disputationem de superstitione. Ubi de genuflex- 
ione ad nomen Jesu, et ad mensam seu altare, pars quinta." Resp.: 
Johannes Hoeck, Heusdano. Defended on 3.10.1640. 
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17) 226-33: 
18) 234-45: 


19) 245-69: 
20) 269-78: 
21) 278-316: 


22) 317-58: 
23) 358-68: 


24) 368—86: 


25) 386-93: 


27) 400-14: 
28) 415-26: 


29) 426-36: 


30) 436-56: 


(31) 456-72: 


(32) 472-82: 


(33) 482-92: 


(34) 492-503: 


26) 393-400: 


APPENDIX] 


“De cabala.” Resp.: s.n. Defended on: s.d. 

“De idolatria indirecta et participata, pars prima” Resp. s.n. 
Defended on 21.5.1642. 

“De idolatria indirecta et participata, pars secunda?” Resp.: s.n. 
Defended on 28.5.1642. 

“Appendicula de precatione ad orientem” Resp.: s.n. Defended on: 
s.d. 

“De idolatria indirecta et participata, pars tertia." Resp.: s.n. Defended 
on 14.6.1642. 

"Appendix." 

"Quaestio proposita a classe Gorinchemensi facultati theologicae 
Ultrajectinae, mense Jun. 1643." (On the "Confraternitates Dominae 
nostrae") 

"Gabrielis Albaspini Aurelianensis Episcopi notae et observationes 
in Can. III, III, IV, XI, LV, LVI, LIX concilii Eliberini (1623)." 

“De canonizatione sanctorum” Resp: Henricus Berdenius, 
Daventrinsis. Defended on 24.2.1654. 

“De canonizatione sanctorum, pars secunda.” Resp.: Balduinus De 
Koussemaker, Scherp.-Zeland. Defended on 24.2.1654. 

"De canonizatione sanctorum, pars tertia” Resp: Henricus 
Berdenius, Daventrinsis. Defended on 24.2.1654. 

“De patronatibus, tutelis, et praefecturis sanctorum.” Resp.: 
Tielmannus A Breugel, Sylva-Ducensis. Defended on 26.5.1652. 

“De patronatibus, tutelis, et praefecturis sanctorum, pars secunda.” 
Resp.: Nicolaus Leydecker, Vlissing. Zeland. Defended on 5.6.1652. 
“De patronatibus, tutelis, et praefecturis sanctorum, pars tertia." 
Quae est, Historico-Theologica, de Martino Turonensi, quondam 
Patrono Ultrajectino. Resp.: Mattheus Parent, Slusa-Fland. Defended 
on 23.6.1652. 

“De patronatibus, tutelis, et praefecturis sanctorum, partis tertiae 
sectio altera.” Resp.: Gisbertus Kock, Ultrajectinus. Defended on 
1.1.1652. 

“De divis seu sanctis quibusdam chimaericis. Prima quaest. de 
Ursula et 1000 Virginibus." Resp.: Johannes Petrus Cupius, Ultraj. 
Defended on 16.111644. 

“De divis seu sanctis quibusdam chimaericis. Prima quaest. de 
Ursula et 11000 Virginibus, pars secunda" Resp.: Johannes Petrus 
Cupius, Ultraj. Defended on 23.111644. 

“De divis seu sanctis quibusdam chimaericis. Prima quaest. de 
Ursula et 11000 Virginibus, pars tertia" Resp.: Johannes Petrus 
Cupius, Ultraj. Defended on 30.11.1644. 
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(35) 503-9: 

(36) 509-32: 
37) 532-39: 
38) 539-61: 
39) 562-12: 
40) 612-23: 
41) 623-32: 
42) 632-41: 


43) 642-52: 


44) 652-68: 


45) 668-81: 
46) 681-92: 
47) 692—703: 
48) 703-13: 
49) 713-22: 
50) 722-36: 


51) 736-50: 


52) 750—68: 


(53) 768-91: 


"Indicium sanctorum chimaericorum.” 

“De divis seu sanctis quibusdam chimaericis tertia, quae est de sanc- 
tis non-sanctis, ex-sanctis, quasi-sanctis" Resp.: Johannes Slaets, 
Heusda-Batav. Defended on 1.12.1649. 

"Appendix ad disp. de superstitione et idolatria, continens opiniones 
et sententias variorum de accurandis usibus nominum." 

“De magia, pars prior" Resp.: Simon Ravensbergius, Calslago.-Bat. 
Defended on 2.4.1636. 

“De magia, pars altera” Resp.: Theodorus Collinus, Harlemus- 
Batavus. Defended on 9.4.1636. 

"Appendix prima ad disputationem de magia." Resp.: David Laccher, 
Mediob.-Zeland. Defended on 16.5.1657. 

"Appendix secunda ad disputationem de magia.” Resp.: Florentius A 
Leesten, Gorcomus-Bat. Defended on 13.6.1657. 

“De ignorantia, Resp: Henricus Francken, Amstello-Batavus. 
Defended on 3.3.1655. 

“De ignorantia, pars secunda" Resp: Aegidius De Raadt, 
Amstellodamensis. Defended on 10.3.1655. 

“De ignorantia, pars tertia” Resp. Nicolaus Backerus, Alckmar- 
Batav. Defended on 21.3.1655. (Pp. 667-68: “Paralipomena ad disp. de 
ignorantia"). 

“De docta ignorantia." Resp.: Johannes Ursinus, Enchusa West-Friso. 
Defended on 7.4.1655. 

“De docta ignorantia, pars altera" Resp: Joannes Sculperoordt, 
Amstelo-Batav. Defended on 28.4.1655. 

“De errore et haeresi, pars prima.” Resp.: Johannes Schoonhoven, 
Amstelo-Batav. Defended on 4.7.1655. 

“De errore et haeresi, pars secunda." Resp.: Jacobus De Mol, Torout- 
Flandr. Defended on 10.7.1655 (Die Martis). 

"De errore et haeresi, pars tertia." Resp.: Isaac Biscop, Flissing-Zeland. 
Defended on 14.7.1655. 

“De errore et haeresi pars quarta" Resp.: Henricus Reuterus, 
Meppela-Drentinus. Defended on 20.9.1656. 

“Deerrore ethaeresi, pars quinta." Resp.: Nicolaus Beets, Purmerenda- 
Batav. Defended on 8.10.1656. 

“De errore et haeresi, pars sexta.” Resp.: Guilielmus Baxcamp, 
Roterod. Batav. Defended on 22.11.1656. (Pp. 762—68: “De divisionibus 
haeresioon.”) 

“De errore et haeresi, pars septima. Quae est de apostasia et blas- 
phemia.” Resp: Johannes Ab Holst, Ultrajectinus. Defended on 
6.12.1656. 
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(54) 791-809: 


55) 809-24: 
56) 825-33: 
57) 834-47: 


58) 847-69: 
59) 870-83: 


60) 884-93: 
61) 893-905: 
62) 906-31: 
63) 931-34: 
64) 934-46: 


65) 946—59: 


66) 960-87: 


67) 987-99: 


69) 1002-3: 
70) 1003-13: 


71) 1013-23: 


(72) 1023-37: 


68) 999-1002: 


APPENDIX] 


“De errore et haeresi, pars octava. Quae est de impedimentis et 
remediis haeresios" Resp.: Gerardus Holckenburg, Ultrajectinus. 
Defended on 13.12.1656. 

"Notitia latentis et serpentis haeresios anti-trinitariae" Resp.: 
Henricus Selyns, Amstelredamensi. Defended on 5.7.1656. 

“De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante.” Resp.: Nicolaus Haringh, 
Oostz:-Batavo. Defended on 17.12.1656. 

“De fide, conscientia, theologia dubitante, pars secunda” Resp.: 
Petrus Laccher, Zirizaeeus. Defended on 11.2.1657. 

"Appendix de dubitatione philosophica." 

“De adoratione imaginum. Quaestio status inficialis de adoratione 
imaginum in papatu” Resp.: Michael Hentes, Debrecinus Ungarus. 
Defended on 17.3.1649. 

“De staurolatria sive cultu et abusu crucis." Resp.: Joh. Eberhardus 
Lóhrius, Franckenthalo-Palatino. Defended on 12.11.1642. 

“De staurolatria sive cultu et abusu crucis, pars secunda” Resp.: Joh. 
Eberhardus Lóhrius, Franckenthalo-Palatino. Defended on 19.11.1642. 
“De staurolatria sive cultu et abusu crucis, pars tertia" Resp.: 
Johannes Roldanus, Trans-Isalano. Defended on 8.7.1643. 

“Mantissa ad disputat. de staurolatria et de idolatria indirecta." 
Resp.: s.n. Defended on: s.d. 

“De agnis Dei" Resp: Johannes Le Febre, Medioburgo-Zelando. 
Defended on 2.9.1643. 

“De pseudo-mortificationibus papatus" Resp. Isaac Lueken, 
Dantsiscanus. Defended on 28.9.1650. 

“De processionibus. Diatribe theologica de processionibus ad pro- 
cessionem hoc anno MCDXLII ab archiepiscopo Coloniensi insti- 
tutam." Resp.: Petrus Kesslerus, Juliacensis. Defended on 12.2.1642. 
“De peregrinationibus Compostellanis" Resp.: Bernardus Olden- 
burgius, Amisfurtensis. Defended on 18.6.1636. 

"Appendicula prima. De peregrinationibus Hierosolymitanis." 
"Appendicula secunda. De reliquiis." 

"Appendicula tertia. De peregrationibus ad sanguinem Boxtelensem." 
Resp.: s.n. Defended on: s.d. 

“De pseudo-precationibus, rosariis, litanniis, horis canonicis et 
officiis ecclesiae romanae." Resp.: Lambertus Vanden Waterlaet, s.l. 
Defended on 5.10.1642. 

“De globulis precatoriis.” Resp.: Lambertus Vanden Waterlaet ?, s.l. 
Defended on: s.d. 
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73) 1037: 
73a) 1038-48: 


74) 1049-56: 
75) 1056-67: 


76) 1068—76: 
77) 1076-90: 


78) 1090-100: 
79) 1100-13: 


80) 113-23: 
81) 123-35: 
82) 135-49: 
83) 150-73: 
84) 173-88: 
85) 1188-93: 
86) 194-201" 
87) 1201-14: 
88) 1215-19: 
92) 1219-27: 
93) 1227-51: 
94) 1252-81: 
95) 1281-314: 


96) 1314-46: 
97) 1346-53: 


98) 1354-81: 


“De pseudo precationibus etc. pars secunda.” Resp.: Lambertus 
Vanden WATERLAET, s.l. Defended on 15.10.1642. 

"Appendix de rosario et cultus patriarchae Josephi, sponsi B. Virginis; 
et Annae matris Mariae." 

“De litaniis.” 

“De pseudo-precationibus etc., pars tertia." Resp.: Lambertus Vanden 
Waterlaet, s.l. Defended on 22.10.1642. 

“Appendix de officio, seu horis canonicis B. Mariae.” 

“De benedictionibus, consecrationibus et sacramentalibus.” Resp.: 
Theodorus Auwerckius, Vesalo-Clivensi. Defended on 11. & 18.11.1637. 
"Appendix aliquot problematum.” 

“De juramento religionis" Resp.: Johannes De Mailly, Mediob.-Zeel. 
Defended on 20.111652. 

“De juramento religionis, pars secunda.” Resp.: Henricus Fredericus, 
Zutphaniensis. Defended on 26.11.1652. 

“De juramento religionis, pars tertia." Resp.: Nicolaus Colvius, Dord. 
Batav. Defended on 4.12.1652. 

“De exorcismo.” Resp.: Johannes Almeloveen, Ultrajectino. Defended 
on 16. & 23.9.1637. 

“De exorcismo, pars altera" Resp.: Rutgerus Heisius, Neomago 
Geldro. Defended on 7.10.1637. 

"Appendix. De exorcismo infantum baptizandorum.” 

"Appendix secunda (De exorcismo infantum baptizandorum)." 

De sortis aliisque divini nominis abusibus" Resp: Abrahamus 
Vanden Heuvel, Medioburgo-Zeland. Defended on 24.12.1636. 

“De provocatione ad judicium Dei." Resp.: s.n. Defended on: s.d. 

“De verbis et factis otiosis." Resp.: s.n. Defended on: s.d. 
"Appendicula de poculis salutis, et boni ominis." Resp.: s.n. Defended 
on: s.d. 

“De sabbatho et festis" Resp: Jacobus Hovius, Twischa-Batav. 
Defended on 10. & 17.3.1638. 

“De sabbatho et festis, pars altera.” Resp.: Jacobus Hovius, Twischa- 
Batav. Defended on 14.4.1638. 

"Appendix de gentilium kalendis Januarii, natalitiis, feriis civilibus." 
"Appendix de festis et quasi-festis extra papatum observatis." 
"Appendicula de computo ecclesiastico et gregoriana Kalendari 
correctione." 

"Diatribe theologica de jubileo, ad jubileum Urbani vir. pro- 
mulgatum hoc anno 1641" Resp: Lambertus Vanden Waterlaet, 
Gemerthano. Defended on 18.12.1641. 
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(99) 1381-83: 
(100) 1383-97: 


(101) 1397-418: 


APPENDIX] 


"Appendicula de jubilea Jesuitico." 

“De quadragesima et bacchanalibus.” Resp.: Isaacus T. Moringius, s.l. 
Defended on 7.2.1635. 

"Addenda." Resp.: s.n. Defended on: s.d. 


4 Selectae disputationes theologicae, Vol. 4, Amsterdam, 1667 


(01) 1-16: 


02) 17-30: 
03) 30-46: 
04) 47-62: 
05) 62-75: 
06) 75-91: 
07) 91-102: 
08) 102-13: 


09) 113-24: 


10) 124—32: 


11) 132-40: 


(12) 141-47: 


(13) 147-56: 


"Disputatio de argumentis theologicis ab absurdo consequenti." 
Resp.: Henricus Nolthenius, Bommeneëdano. Defended on 202.3. 
1660. 

“De lege et euangelio. Pars prima.” Resp.: Arnoldus Bertrant, Amstelo- 
Bat. Defended on 23.2.1656. 

“De lege et euangelio, pars secunda.” Resp.: Michael Eversdyck, M.F. 
Delph-Bat. Defended on 15.3.656. 

“De lege et euangelio, pars tertia" Resp.: Jacobus Beugholt, 
Amstelodam. Defended on 22.6.1658. 

“De foro poli et soli, pars prima.” Resp.: Joannes Clapmuts, Amstelod. 
Defended on 16.9.1665. 

“De foro poli et soli, pars secunda." Resp.: Michael Sarfey, Hungaro. 
Defended on 24.2.1666. 

“De iudiciis Dei, pars prior.” Resp.: Johannes Pollionius, Woudenb. 
Traject. Defended on 19.4.1665. 

“De iudiciis Dei, pars altera." Resp.: Wilhelmus Van Rhyn, Ultrajectino. 
Defended on 13.5.1665. 

“De dilectione proximi." Resp.: Jacobus Stansius, Harl.Fris. Defended 
On 25.11.1654. 

“De exemplo bono, ejusdemque imitatione, et opposito scandulo, 
pars prima." Resp.: Johannes Talliers, Mediob.-Zeel. Defended on 
7.6.1662. 

“De exemplo bono, ejusdemque imitatione, et opposito scan- 
dulo, pars secunda” Resp.: Cornelius De Kranckel, Woudrich.Bat. 
Defended on 14.6.1662. 

“De exemplo bono, ejusdemque imitatione, et opposito scandulo, 
pars tertia" Resp.: Henricus Snapper, Ultrajectino. Defended on 
26.6.1662. 

“De exemplo bono, ejusdemque imitatione, et opposito scandulo, 
pars quarta" Resp.: Salomon Bor, Embrica Clivensi. Defended on 
28.6.1662. 
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14) 157-67: 
15) 167-81: 
16) 182-93: 
17) 194-206: 
18) 206-11: 


19) 211-30: 


20) 231-44: 


(21) 244-70: 


(21a) 270-81: 
(21b) 281-91: 


(22) 292-325: 


(23) 325-56: 


(24) 356-67: 


(25) 367-85: 


(26) 385-402: 


“De officiis charitatis erga proximum peccantem, pars prior" Resp.: 
Urbanus K. Ersek-Uyvari, Ungaro. Defended on 6.12.1654. 

“De officiis charitatis erga proximum peccantem, pars altera.” Resp.: 
Urbanus K. Ersek-Uyvari, Ungaro. Defended on 13.12.1654. 

“De caeca obedientia papistarum, pars prior" Resp.: Simon Van 
Hamerstede, Bergopzoma-Brab. Defended on 18.12.1661. 

“De caeca obedientia papistarum, pars altera.” Resp.: Johannes De 
Braey, Santwicho Britanno. Defended on 19.2.1662. 

“De magistratu politico." Resp.: Theodorus Verhoeven, Amisfurtio- 
Traj. Defended on 4.7.1635. 

"Disquisitio textualis ad 1 Samuel vi11.v.11-19. De iure regio Hebraeo- 
rum." Resp.: Eric Vianen, Ultrajectino. Defended on 26.10.1653. 
"Disquisitio de autore vindiciarum contra Tyrannos, Quae sub 
nomine Stephani Junii Bruto celta aliquoties typis edita sunt” (This 
booklet was added as an appendix to the previous disputation). 

“De homicidio et laesione sui ipsius, nec non spontanea flagella- 
tione", etc.. Resp.: Jacobus Willichius, Clivo-Wesalio. Defended on 
5.5.1638. 

"Appendix 1. ad proxime praecedentia problemata." 

"Appendix 2. De propriae navis incendio." 

“De peste, seu pestis, antidoto spirituali" Resp.: [Jacobus Migrodius], 
s.l. Defended on [?.7.1637]. (This is the text, edited by Voetius, of the 
dispuation “De pestits antidoto spirituali", defended in July 1637 
by Jacobus Migrodius and published together with similar tracts 
by Theodor Beza, Andreas Rivetus, and Johannes Hoornbeeck in 
“Variorum tractatus theologici de peste“ [Leiden: Joh. Elzevier, 
1655].). 

“De excelsis mundi, ad v11. Decalogi praeceptum, prima, quae est 
de choreis" Resp.: Johannes Le Feber, Mediob.-Zeland. Defended on 
30.9.1643. 

“De excelsis mundi, ad vri. Decalogi praeceptum, disp. secunda, 
quae est de comoediis" Resp.: Joannes Petrus Cupius, Ultrajectino. 
Defended on 14.10.1643. 

“De excelsis mundi, ad vrr. Decalogi praeceptum, secundae, quae est 
de comoediis. Pars altera." Resp.: Joannes Petrus Cupius, Ultrajectino. 
Defended on 21.10.1643. 

“De excelsis mundi, ad vit. Decalogi praeceptum, tertia, quae est de 
abusibus in victu, et conviviis." Resp.: Stephanus Vay, Berg-op-Zomio 
Brabant. Defended on 18.10.1643. 
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(27) 403-16: 


(28) 417-29: 


(29) 429-43: 


(30) 444—53: 


(31) 453-62: 


31a) 462-92: 


32a) 500-3: 
32b) 503-15: 
33) 515-22: 
34) 523-33: 
35) 533-40: 
36) 540-51: 
36a) 551-54: 
37) 555-66: 


38) 567-74: 


38a) 575-89: 


40) 608-16: 


40a) 616-31: 


32) 493-500: 


39) 590-608: 


APPENDIX 1 


“De excelsis mundi, ad v11. Decalogi praeceptum, quarta, quae est 
de luxu et vanitate in vestibus, domibus et suppellectile.” Resp.: 
Abrahamus Rodenborch, Rheno.Traj. Defended on 1.111643. 

“De excelsis mundi, ad vrr. Decalogi praeceptum, quarta, quae est de 
luxu et vanitate in vestibus, domibus et suppellectile, pars posterior." 
Resp.: Abrahamus Rodenborch, Rheno. Traj. Defended on 25.11.1643. 
“De excelsis mundi ad vir. Decalogi praeceptum quinta, quae est 
de ornatu faciei, et capillorum." Resp.: Adrianus Munninx, Mediob.- 
Zeland. Defended on 16.12.1643. 

“De excelsis mundi ad Vii. Decalogi praeceptum quinta, quae est de 
ornatu faciei, et capillorum, pars secunda.” Resp.: Adrianus Munninx, 
Mediob.-Zeland. Defended on 23.12.1643. 

“De excelsis mundi ad vrr. Decalogi praeceptum quinta, quae est de 
ornatu faciei, et capillorum, pars tertia et ultima.” Resp.: Adrianus 
Munninx, Mediob.-Zeland. Defended on 21.2.1644. 

"Appendix [ad excelsa mundij].” 

"De ebrietate" Resp: Jacobus Migrodius Aernem.-Zeeland. 
Defended on 14. & 22.10.1636. 

“De sanitatibus seu poculis boni ominis." 

"Appendix ad disp. de ebrietate anno 1666." 

“De simonia, pars prima.” Resp.: Henricus Nissepadt, Goesa-Zeeland. 
Defended on 16.6.1654. 

“De simonia, pars secunda" Resp.: Ludolphus Vander Meer, 
Amstelod. Defended on 24.6.1654. 

“De simonia, pars tertia” Resp. Henricus Leusing, Daventriensi. 
Defended on 5.7.1654. 

“De simonia, pars quarta" Resp.: Johannes Crucius, Dordraceno- 
Batavo. Defended on 10.7.1654. 

"Appendix ad disp. de simonia, anno 1666." Resp.: s.n. Defended 
on: s.d. 

“De usuris, pars prior.” Resp.: Wernerus Ab Enschede, s.l. Defended 
on 25.6.1636. 

“De usuris, pars altera.” Resp.: Henricus Ridderus, Rommerswale- 
Zeel. Defended on 13.5.1637. 

“De trapezitis.” Resp.: s.n. Defended on: s.d. 

“De pseudographemate usurario.” Resp.: Daniel Beuckelaar, Amstelo- 
Bat. Defended on 18.12.1658. 

"De restitutione." Resp.: Petrus Arlebautius, Bomela-Gelro. Defended 
On 15.10.1659. 

"Appendix aliquot quaestionum specialium 1666." 
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(41) 631-40: 


(42) 640-53: 


(42a) 653-61: 
(43) 661-81: 


(44) 681-695: 


"Aliquot problemata ad 1x. praeceptum Decalogi [de menacio, sim- 
ulatione et dissimulatione, pars prima]." Resp.: Lambertus Groen, 
Buscoducensi. Defended on 6.10.1655. 

"Aliquot problemata ad 1x. praec. Decalogi pars secunda, de dolo, 
aequivocatione, mentali restrictione.” Resp.: Henricus Van Rhenen, 
Ultrajectino. Defended on 13.10.1655. 

"Appendix affinium quarundam quaestionum anno 1666." 
"Problemata aliquot ad rx. praec. Decalogi, pars tertia. De falso.” 
Resp: Laurentius Vander Veen, Buscoducensi. Defended on 
22.12.1655. 

Problemata aliquot ad 1x. Decalogi praec., pars tertia. De falso. Sectio 
altera. Resp.: Hermannus Vander Hagen, Endov.Brab. Defended on 
16.2.1656. 


44a) 695-702: “Appendix [aliquot quaestionum] 1666." 

45) 702-14: “De calumnia, obtrectatione et convitio.” Resp.: Jacobus Schuylen- 
burch, Amstelod. Defended on 12.3.1662. 

46) 715-29: “De calumnia, obtrectatione et convitio, pars secunda.” Resp.: 
Johannes À Raesvelt, Gendringa-Gelr. Defended on 19.3.1662. 

47) 729-39: "Disquisitio ad Thoma 1.2. quaest. 68.69.70. De donis, beatitudinibus, 
et fructibus Spiritus" Resp.: Adrianus Ab Amerongen, Vadae-Gelro. 
Defended on 29.6.1666. 

48) 739-45: "Explicatio Ecclesiast. IX. v.11.” Resp.: Bartholdus Ab Hattem, Thilano. 
Defended on 3.7.1666. 

49) 745-62: "Disputatio continens positiones aliquot miscellaneas" Resp.: 
Gerardus Van Os, Heucklemensi. Defended on 24.5.1656. 

50) 763-24: "Syllabus quaestionum ad [totum] Decalogum.” (This is a reprint of 
the second part of the "Syllabus Problematum"). 

51) 825-43: “Addenda.” 

5 Selectae disputationes, Vol. 5, Utrecht, 1669 

01) 1-12: "Problemata aliquot de Scriptura [pars prima].” Resp.: Gregorius De 
Raad, 's Graven-polder-Zelan. Defended on 23.6.1649. 

02) 12-22: "Problemata aliquot de Scriptura, pars secunda” Resp.: Adrianus À 
Sypesteyn, Ultrajectinus. Defended on 4.7.1649. 

03) 22-31: "Problemata aliquot de Scriptura, pars tertia." Resp.: Joannus Sikus, 
Ungarus Transsylvanus. Defended on 9.7.1649. 

04) 31-38: "Problemata aliquot de Scriptura, pars quarta" Resp.: Gerbrandus 


Schutterus, Alcmar. Defended on 8.9.1649. 


504 

05) 38-48: 
06) 48-57: 
07) 57-65: 
08) 66—76: 
09) 76-83: 
10) 84-91: 
11) 92-98: 
12) 99-113: 
13) 113-123: 


14) 123-36: 


15) 136-47: 


16) 148-55: 
17) 155-66: 
18) 166-73: 
19) 173-80: 
20) 180-87: 
21) 187-94: 


22) 194-204: 


23) 204-16: 


APPENDIX] 


"Problemata aliquot de Scriptura, pars quinta.” Resp.: Thomas Petrus 
Borsai, Pannonius-Hung. Defended on 13.2.1650. 

"Problematum de Deo, pars prima" Resp: Bartholomaeus 
Hardecapp., Mediob-Zel. Defended on 3.4.1652. 

“Problematum de Deo, pars secunda.” Resp.: Nicolaus Hayman, 
Ziricaea-Zelan. Defended on 10.4.1652. 

“Problematum de Deo, pars tertia" Resp.: Leonardus A Ryssen, 
Ultrajectinus. Defended on 9.7.1653. 

"Problematum de Deo, pars quarta" Resp.: Johannes Leoninus, 
Lugduno-Batavus. Defended on 13.7.1653. 

“Problematum de Deo, pars quinta." Resp.: Regnerus Alinc, Harlem- 
sis. Defended on 6.4.1661. 

"Problematum de Deo, pars sexta" Resp: Petrus Spaender, 
Wormariensis. Defended on 8.5.1661. 

"Problematum de Deo, pars septima.” Resp.: Petrus Marinissen, 
Medioburgensis. Defended on 15.5.1661. 

“Problematum de Deo, pars octava" Resp.: Cornelius Van Royen, 
Camer-Ultraj. Defended on 25.5.1661. 

"Problematum de Deo, pars nona.” Resp.: Johannes Vander Hagen, 
Eyndhoveniensis. Defended on 12.6.1661. 

"Notae et exercitationes ad Thomae part. 1. qu. 27-44 de Personis 
Divinis, pars prima" Resp.: Engelb. Beeckman, Neom-Gelro. 
Defended on 29.6.1653. 

"Problemata aliquot de creatione [pars prima]." Resp.: Daniel De 
Lobel, Sylveduc-Brabant. Defended on 29.9.1660. 

"Problemata aliquot de creatione, pars secunda.” Resp.: Isaacus 
Tergun, Sylved.-Brabant. Defended on 27.10.1660. 

"Problemata aliquot de creatione, pars tertia" Resp: Martin 
Soermans, Worcum.-Bata. Defended on 7.11.1660. 

"Problemata aliquot de creatione, pars quarta" Resp.: Johannes 
Ubelman, Amstelo-Bat. Defended on 17.11.1660. 

"Problemata aliquot de creatione, pars quinta" Resp.: Nicolaus 
Schepheard, Rotterd.-Bata. Defended on 18.111660. 

"Problemata aliquot de creatione, pars sexta" Resp.: Gualterus 
Homma, Amstelod. Defended on 5.12.1660. 

"Problemata aliquot de creatione, pars septima." Resp.: Johannes 
Cloeck, Arnhemensis. Defended on 21.12.1660. 

"Problemata aliquot de creatione, pars octava" Resp.: Petrus 
Wittewrongel, Amstelodamensis. Defended on 20.2.1661. 
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24) 217-29: 
25) 229-41: 
26) 241-51: 
27) 252—64: 


28) 264—70: 


29) 270-77: 


30) 277-82: 
31) 283-92: 
32) 293-300: 
33) 301-8: 
34) 309319: 
35) 319-31: 
36) 331-39: 
37) 339-48: 
38) 348-56: 
39) 357-66: 
40) 366—76: 


41) 376-82: 


42) 383-86: 


"Problemata aliquot de creatione, pars nona." Resp.: Joh. Hulderic. 
Sartor, Helvet-Bern. Defended on 13.3.1661. 

"Problemata aliquot de creatione, pars decima.” Resp.: Godefridus 
Deys, Omera-Batav. Defended on 2.4.1660. 

“De Angelis, pars prima.” Resp.: Franciscus Vanden Eede, Flissinga- 
Zeland. Defended on 51.659. 

“De Angelis, pars secunda.” Resp.: Nicolaus À Lith, Amstelo-Batav. 
Defended on 4.2.1660. 

“De Angelis, pars tertia” Resp.: Johannes Hoornbeek, Mediob.- 
Zeelan. Defended on 7.7.1660. 

"Quaestio. An Christus elenctis et salvandis specialem gratiam regen- 
erationis et fidei sit meritus" Resp.: Jacobus À Flodrop, Eyndovia- 
Brabant. Defended on 23.6.1660. 

"Problemata aliquot de justificatione, pars prima.” Resp.: Johannes 
Lakeman, Ripa Batavo. Defended on 24.12.1652. 

"Problemata aliquot de justificatione, pars secunda." Resp.: Johannes 
Beusechum, Isulstadio-Batav. Defended on 1.3.1654. 

"Problemata aliquot de justificatione, pars tertia" Resp.: Thomas 
Coenen, Amstelo-Batavo. Defended on 18.3.1654. 

"Problema aliquot de justificatione, pars quarta." Resp.: Stephanus 
Eszeki, Szathmaria-Ungaro. Defended on 10.6.1665. 

"Problema aliquot de justificationem, pars quinta." Resp.: Stephanus 
Eszeki, Szathmaria-Ungaro. Defended on 30.9.1665. 

"Problema aliquot de justificatione, pars sexta" Resp.: Stephanus 
Eszeki, Szathmaria-Ungaro. Defended on 7.10.1665. 

"Disputatio theologica ad Romanos Iv. vers 3.” Resp.: Stephano 
Szonyi, Pannonia-Ungaro. Defended on 1.12.1666. 

"Disputatio theologica ad Psalm ciii vers 3 [pars primal.” Resp.: 
Stephanus Teremi, Ungarus. Defended on 8.12.1666. 

“Disputatio theologica ad Psalm ciii vers 3, pars secunda.” Resp.: 
Jacobus De Graef, Hagae-comit-Batav. Defended on 15.12.1666. 
"Disputatio theologica ad Psalm ciii vers 3, pars tertia Resp.: 
Stephanus Bathori, Ungarus. Defended on 23.2.1667. 

"Disputatio theologica ad Psalm ciii vers 3, pars quarta.” Resp.: 
Johannes À DOESBURGH, Ultrajectinus. Defended on 20.3.1667. 
"Disputatio theologica ad Psalm ciii vers 3, pars quinta" Resp.: 
Abraham Vander Meer, Amstel-Bat. Defended on 1.5.1667. 
“Determinationes aliquot de ecclesia" Resp.: Gabriel A Weetering, 
Ultrajectinus. Defended on 23.6.1666. 
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43) 387-98: 
44) 398-408: 
45) 408-19: 
46) 419-35: 
47) 435-45: 
48) 445-55: 


49) 455-62: 


50) 462—69: 


51) 470-76: 
52) 477-83: 


53) 484-91: 


54) 491-525: 


(55) 526-33: 


56) 533-38: 
57) 538-50: 
58) 550-57: 


59) 557-72: 


60) 572-82: 


APPENDIX 1 


“De communione sanctorum, pars prima.” Resp.: Robertus Hart, 
Scoto-Britanno. Defended on 14.12.1667. 

“De communione sanctorum, pars altera” Resp: Johannes A 
Doesburgh, Ultrajectinus. Defended on 7.3.1668. 

“Diatribe de homine spirituali, ad 1 corinth. 11 vers 15." Resp.: Michael 
Szoboszlai, Ungarus. Defended on 15.2.1668. 

“Disputatio thelogica de judice et norma fidei" Resp: Abraham 
Montanus, Midwouda, Noort-Holl. Defended on 18.6.1668. 

"Proteus Romanus seu mutata mutanda Romanae causae defensio." 
Resp.: Theodorus Sas, Culenburgensis. Defended on 20.5.1654. 
"Spicilegium ad disceptationem historicam de Papissa Johanna." 
Resp.: Johannes À Rhenen, Ultraject. Defended on 23.5.1660. 
"Disputatio theologica De modis cognoscendi Deum [pars prima]. 
Resp.: Simon Van Houten, Ultraject. Defended on 11.11.1665. 
“Disputatio theologica De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars secunda.” 
Resp.: Lucas Vander Meer, Veenhusa Noort-Hol. Defended on 
24.11.1665. 

"Disputatio theologica De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars tertia." 
Resp.: Theodorus Voet, Ultrajectinus. Defended on 2.12.1665. 
"Disputatio theologica De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars quarta." 
Resp.: Adrianus Laeckervelt, Gorcomiensis. Defended on 9.12.1665. 
"Disputatio theologica De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars quinta." 
Resp.: Arnoldus Laeckervelt, Gorcomiensis. Defended on 9.12.1665. 
"Disputatio theologica De modis cognoscendi Deum, pars sexta." 
Resp: Johannes Clapmuts, Amstelodamensis. Defended on 
16.12.1665. 

"Disputatio theologica ad Genes. xiv. vers XVIII; de sacrificio 
Melchizedeki" Resp.: Johannes Horenbeek, Harlemus-Batav. 
Defended on 14.5.1636. 

"Problemata aliquot de statu animae post mortem." Resp.: Philippus 
Specht, p.F. Rheno-Traject. Defended on 2.10.1658. 

"Quaestio historico-theologica de anima Trajani ex inferno liberata." 
Resp.: Thomas Bolwerck, Amstelod. Defended on 29.6.1667. 
"Quaestiones de gestibus precantium [pars prima]." Resp.: Petrus 
Surmouse, Coloniensis. Defended on 20.6.1668. 

"Quaestiones de gestibus precantium, pars altera" Resp: Casp. 
Sibelius À Goor, Daventria-Trans. Isul. Defended on 3.74668. 
"Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problematis, 
pars prima." Resp.: Johannes Theodorus, Campensis. Defended on 
14.10.1648. 
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(61) 583-94: 


(62) 595-607: 


(63) 60718: 


(64) 618-30: 


(65) 630-40: 


(66) 640—50: 


(67) 650-61: 


(68) 661—75: 


(69) 675-86: 


(70) 686-98: 


(71) 698-716: 


(72) 716-26: 


(73) 726-33: 


(74) 733-41: 


"Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problematis, 
pars secunda." Resp.: Lambertus Kupenius, Amstel. Batav. Defended 
on 21.10.1648. 

"Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problematis, 
pars tertia." Resp.: Abrahamus Oosterlant, Amst. Bat. Defended on 
28.10.1648. 

"Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problematis, 
pars quarta.” Resp.: Theodorus Ab Eyl, Novioma-Gelr. Defended on 
4.11.1648. 

"Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problema- 
tis, pars quinta" Resp.: Theodorus Vermeer, Ultraject. Defended on 
11.11.1648. 

“Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problematis, 
pars sexta.” Resp.: Bernerdus Strythoud, Amst.-Batav. Defended on 
18.11.1648. 

“Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problematis, 
pars septima." Resp.: Petrus Oosdorpius, Alcma-Batav. Defended on 
25.11.1648. 

"Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam proble- 
matis, pars octava." Resp.: Simon Simonides, Ripensis. Defended on 
2.12.648. 

"Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problema- 
tis, pars nona.” Resp.: Jacobus Clavius, Amstelo- Batav. Defended on 
9.12.1648. 

"Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problematis, 
pars decima" Resp.: Gisbertus Boschman, Vianensis. Defended on 
16.12.1648. 

“Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problematis, 
pars undecima." Resp.: Cornelius A Thiel, Harderw. Gelro. Defended 
on 20.12.1648. 

"Disputationum theologicarum de selectis quibusdam problematis, 
pars duodecima." Resp.: Matthias Neef, Soelanus Gelro. Defended on 
22.12.1648. 

"Disputatio theologica de gratia subsequente [pars prima].” Resp.: 
Johannes Beukelma, Amst. Batavo. Defended on 3.3.1669. 
"Disputatio theologica de gratia subsequente, pars secunda." Resp.: 
Arnoldus Boschman, Batavo. Defended on 17.3.1669. 

"Disputatio theologica de gratia subsequente, pars tertia" Resp.: 
Gerardus De Vries, Ultraiectino. Defended on 24.3.1669. 
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(75) 741-49: 
(76) 749-61: 
Addenda: 
1-136 (separate 
pagination): 


137-51: 


151—243: 
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"Disputatio theologica de gratia subsequente, pars quarta." Resp.: 
Johannes Verwiel, Sprang.-Batav. Defended on 31.3.1669. 

"Disputatio theologica de gratia subsequente, pars quinta." Resp.: 
Aemilius À Cuylenburg, Wagenin.-Gelro. Defended on 6.4.1669. 


Gisberti Voetii, "Dissertatio epistolica de termino vitae ad amplissi- 
mum clarissimumque Johannem Beverovicum." 

Andreae Libavii, “Medici et philosophi cleberrimi declamatio de 
cometa, anni 1604 in Octobri viso." 

Gisberti Voetii, "Exercitatio de prognosticis cometarum.” 


Appendix 2: Chronological Overview of the 


Disputations in SD I-V 


Thenumbersfollowing thevolumesreferto the numbers of therespective disputations.! 


1634: 
1635: 
1336: 


1637: 
1638: 
1639: 
1640: 


1641: 


1642: 
1642: 


1644: 
1645: 
1646: 
1647: 
1648: 
1649: 
1650: 


1651: 


1652: 
1653: 
1654: 
1655: 
1656: 
1657: 
1658: 
1659: 
1660: 


1661: 


1662: 


II 35, 19-20 

I 26; III 100; II 77; IV 18 

11; 111 8; I 4-15; III 38-39; V 55; II 55; III 67; IV 37; 1 53, 3; I1 3; IV 32; II 9, 6, 32; 
III 86; II 6 

II 78, 34; IV 38; II 12; I 13-14; II 4-5; III 82-83; I 50-51, 49; HI 77; II 1-2 

I 48; III 93-94; I 30; IV 21; I 32—41; II 33, 38-40 

I 28-29, 27; II 44; I 46, 19, 9312; II 27, 47-49, 29-30 

I 2; II 57-58, 60-62, 64-65, 67; 1 7, 6; III 9, 12-16 

II 73; HI 98; I 45a 

III 66, 18-19, 21; I 31; III 71, 73, 75, 60-61 


III 62; I 42; III 7; III 64; I 43; IV 23-27; I 52; IV 28; I 15, 44-45; IV 29; 116; IV 30; 
I17 

IV 31; I 22—24, 21, 25; III 32-34; I 20 

18 

III 1-6 

II 50, 53; 1 54; II 21-23, 25-26, 56 

II 8, 41, 69-71; V 60-71 

III 59; V 1—4; II 45; III 36 

V 5; 11 14-16; III 65; 111738 

1174 

V 6-7; III 28; I1 52; III 29-5 II 51; III 31; II 36; III 79-81; V 30 
II 75-76; V 15, 8-9; IV 19 

III 25-27; V 31-32, 47; IV 33-36, 9, 14-15 
III 42-49; IV 41-43 

IV 44, 2-3, 49; II 55, 50-54, 56 

III 57, 40-41 

IV 4; V 56; IV 39 

IV 40; V 26 

V 27; IV 1; V 25, 48, 29, 28, 16-22 

V 23-24, 10-14; IV 16 

IV 17, 45-46, 10-13 


1 Thisoverview is a corrected version of Appendix 11 in Van Asselt and Dekker, De scholastieke 
Voetius, 193. 
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1663: 
1664: 
1665: 
1666: 
1667: 
1668: 
1669: 


IV 7-8, 5; V 33-35, 49-54 

IV 6, V 42; IV, 47-48; V, 36-38 
V 39-41, 57, 43 

V 44-46, 58-59 

v 72-76 
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474, 476, 478 
notiones communes 169, 170, 183 
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Pelagianism 74, 302, 322n138, 344, 398, 
446 


613 


perfection (divine attribute) 
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of bivalence 329 
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Raccovian Catechism 256 
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republicanism 57, 76, 89 
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right of God 24, 268, 273, 287, 393, 397 
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413, 414, 425, 426, 435-37, 472, 475 

Roman Catholicism 7, 52, 114 
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commandment 95, 404-6, 414 
controversy 40, 89, 92, 95 
observance 5,40, 41, 117, 127, 139 
salvation history 93 
Samaritan Pentateuch 217 
sanctification 42 


satisfaction of Christ 166, 167, 249, 395, 397, 
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scepticism 64, 68, 74, 87, 161, 169, 174, 210, 
468 
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Aristotelian 7 
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Jesuit 16 
Lutheran 16, 466 
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Neo- 163 
Protestant 12 
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Scripture 
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383n103, 457059 
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standard logic 9n48, 339 
state of integrity (status integritatis) 198, 
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substance dualism. See dualism of mind and 
body (Cartesian) 
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the function of 65 
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translation 242 
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conditions for 109 
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method nuo 
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